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PREFACE 





In preparing this translation of The Disputation with 
Pyrrhus of Saint Maximus the Confessor, I have relied 
on the Greek text as found in the Migne Patrologiae Graeco-Latina, 
Volume 91: 288-353. Where it was necessary to add words to the 
text I have enclosed them in brackets, [J. In some cases, I have 
added words which, while not strictly necessary, hopefully clarify. 
the meaning of a given sentence. Inasmuch as the Disputation 
constitutes one of the premi ‘ological texts in Patristic 
literature, I have numbered each. paragraph for teachers and 
students who might wish to use this translation as a basis for their 
‘own research, 





While I bave provided some annotations to the text, T have 
tried to limit both the number and complexity of these, Almost 
every phrase of the Disputation could be commented upon at 
length, and I therefore thought it best not to clutter the page with 
overly technical explanations and references. These, chiefly Marcel 
Doucet's Notes sur la Dispute from his unpublished dissertation, 
are already well-known to scholars of the Confessor. In my own 
annotations I have tried to place the text in a more general 
dogmatic context. 


This translation, minus introduction and notes, first appeared 
in 1988 in a series of monthly installments in The Dawn, diocesan 
publication of the Diocese of the South of the Orthodox Church in. 
America, at the encouragement of His Grace Bishop DMITRI, 
There were some regrettable lacunae in the text which have been 
corrected here. To those familiar with that translation, or with my 
carlier work Free Choice in St. Maximus the Confessor, will 
notice that I have chosen to adopt a slightly modified form of King 
James English for this translation. In the process of revising the 
translation for publication by the St. Tikhon's Semis ary Press, and 


of revising an earlier and as yet unpublished translation of 
complete "text of — The ی‎ and ۳ 
Works(Opuscula Theologica et Polemica), Y concluded that 
ds fe The English tar beat saad te convey the subtle 


nuances of St. Maximus’ Greek. In his other works, the Confessor, 
perhaps more than any other Father and master of the spiritual life, 


also writes to elevate the soul to contemplation of divine mysteries; 




















his conceptions and sentences are to be lingered over and “inwardly 
digested", and not merely "read" as if reading a novel. This, too, the 
King James form of the English is more capable of conveying. By 
‘employing it here in the context of an obviously polemical debate I 
hope to convey the sense that the chief disputants, Patriarch 
Pyrrhus and St. Maximus, are first and foremost churchmen, 
hicrarch and monk, and that the tone of their dispute, while often 
heated, docs not degenerate to the level of non-technical 
colloquialisms, but rather preserves its dignity throughout. 


To His Grace Bishop KALLISTOS (Ware) once again goes my 
deepest gratitude for vetting the translation when it was first made. 
Translation is often a wearying process, and that of checking 
translations even more so. The result here presented has been 
through at least five different revisions, and thus if there is any 
error or infelicity of style, these are wholly my own and not His 
Grace KALLISTOS', whose suggestions for alternative readings 
were invariably helpful. 





1am grateful also to His Grace Bishop HERMAN of Eastern 
Pennsylvania and Rector of St. Tikhon's Seminary not only for 
encouraging me to revise and publish the translations of the 
Disputation and the Theological and Polemical Works, but 
also for allowing me the full measure of editorial freedom and time 
necessary to do so. It is not often that one bas the opportunity to 
write such works without having to worry about preset editorial 
limits or deadlines which, more often than not, restrict the benefit 
that such works might have for the Church. 











Finally, to His Grace Bishop DMITRI, Bishop of Dallas and 
the South, my gratitude for his long friendship and support to me 
‘over the years, and for his constant encouragement of this project 
in particular. 


To all of them, may God grant many years! 
Joseph P. Farrell, D.Phil.(Oxon.), 


Associate Professor of Dogmatics and Patristics, 
St. Tikhon’s Seminary 
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The Disputation with Pyrrhus, li works « 
Maximus the Confessor, tiers Een. er 
Incarnation and enhominization of the on! 
Son and Word of the Father. Thus, when 
of St. Maximus, there is 

particular composi 
moment as standing at the center of his theological aoe d 
interpreting ings from that basis. St. Maximus is 
consequently often characterized as a systematic thinker, but nota — 
systematic writer. Indeed, no less a man than St. Photius the Great, 


whose Greck is not 
fad St Pots 


perhaps bave characterized the — 


Confessor's style as 'baroque’, for behind the complexity 1 
of bis sentences lies the idea of synthesizing mei. 
lependent strands of thought into an overarching whole | 
center and keystone is Christ Himself, in the hypostatic 
۳ 






personal fulness of the union of His divine and human natures, 
Disputation must consequently be read from a broad 
context which takes into account not only his other works, 
beers ithin the Patristic and dogmatic Tradition of 
Church. 






At the center of St. Maximus’ theological and 
universe is the doctrine of Recapitulation, It is this doctrine 
forms the basis of all that the New Testament and the Fathers have — 
10 say in connection with the Incarnation. While the term 
“recapitulation” itself appears only twice in the New Testament, the 
concept itself occurs repeatedly; one has only to recognize its 


les of operation in order to know when it is being Ww 
These may be categorized as follows: 1) preeminence 2) repetition — 
and recontextualization, 3) reversal, and 4) fulfillment, 








The Confessor elegantly summarizes this doctrine 
principles of operation in a compact sentence: "The One 
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INTRODUCTION 


The Disputation with Pyrrhus, like all other wi 

Maximus the Confessor, is centered around the re b 
Incarnation and cahominization of the only- and ete; 

Son and Word of the Father. Thus, when approaching the 

of St. Maximus, there is always the possibility to sec whatever 
Particular composition which occupies one's atteation at the. 
moment as standing at the center of his theological synthesis, and 
interpreting his other writings from that basis. SL Maximus is 
consequently often characterized as a systematic thini 
Systematic writer. Indeed, no less a man than St. Photius the Great, 
whose Greck is not without its own subtleties and complexities, 
complained of the Confessor's labyrinthine style, Had St Photiog 
known of the word, he would perhaps have characterized the 
Confessor's style 

of his sentences 




















nd keystone is Christ Himself, in the bypostatic and 
fulness of the union of His divine and human natures, The 
Disputation must consequently be read from a broad 

context which takes into account not only his other works, but its 
significance within the Patristic and dogmatic Tradition of the 
Church. 














At the center of St. Maximus’ theological and christological 
universe is the doctrine of Recapitulation. It is this doctrine which 
forms the basis of all that the New Testament and the Fathers have 
to say in connection with the Incarnation, While the term 
“recapitulation” itself appears only twice in the New Testament, the 
concept itself occurs repeatedly; one has only to ize its 
principles of operation in order to know whea it is being applied. 
These may be categorized as follows: 1) preeminence 2) repetition 
and recontextualization, 3) reversal, and 4) fulfillment. 


The Confessor elegantly summarizes this doctrine and its - 
principles of operation in a compact sentence: "The One Logos is - 








‘the many logoi, and the many ogoi are the Onc Logos." In other 
"Words, in His Incarnation, and enhominizatiom, Jesus Christ 
possesses and is all the fulness of the universals common both to 
deity and humanity. In terms of the four principles enumerated 
above, then, this works itself out in a multitude of ways. In terms of 
preeminence, it means that Christ is both the presupposition, the 
method, the paradigm, and the summit of whatever might be said 
either about God or about man. God is truly, uniquely, ultimately 
and finally revealed in The Word Incarnate. Aad man, perfect 
humanity, is also only ünderstood properly in its union with the 
Word. In scriptural terms, Jesus Christ is the Alpha and Omega of 
all that can be said of God and man, and thus has the preeminence 
“in all things’. Being thus preeminent in all things, Christ becomes 
the final contest, the ultimate and perfect "recontextualization" and 
repetition, of the Jogoi, understood here as both the words of the 
‘Old Testament Scriptures and the principles of nature: of creation 
as a whole and of man in particular. That is, not only are the 
typological themes of Scripture repeated in His Incarnate Economy 
from His conception to His Second Advent, but He also repeats all 
of the natural stages of humanity itself; Christ recapitulates and 
summarizes not only sacred history but the hisiory of all of 
humanity as a whole, and the stages of life of each individual human. 





in particular. In doing so, He reverses the effects of the Fall 
‘As the Second Adam, the entire drama of the Fall is replayed, this 
time to 


opposite conclusion. Instead of a Fall into passions and 
, mankind in Christ is raised and exalted. Deification 
and the spiritual life, in other words, are integral components and 
implications of the doctrine of Recapitulation. By thus repeating, 
and in some cases reversing, the typological themes of Holy 
Scripture and the natural laws and stages of humanity, Christ is not 
only preeminent in all things, but fulfills all Old Testament 
Prophecy and expectation concerning His Coming, there being 
nothing more that can be said about them outside of and without 
reference to Christ, 











Consequently, the doctrine of the Recapitulation in Christ 
bears implications not only for the exegesis and interpretation of 





VAmbigua 7, PG 91: 1081C. 
Colossians 1: 18. 


iv 


‘Scripture and the understanding of the 
# general basis on which to interpret buman history. 
created order and their principles of activity x 


At this point, it would be helpful to survey how this 
employed by other Fathers prior to St. Maximus before 
to his own use of it. The word ‘recapitulation’ means "to c 
several different things together under one head’, or ‘simply 
summarize’. It occurs only twice in the New 
Ephesians 1:10 -- "That in the dispensation of the falness of times 
he might gather together in one all things in Christ, both which are 
in heaven, and which are on earth, even in him" — and in i 
13:9 ~ Tit there be any other commandment, it is briefly 
comprehend: this saying, namely, Thou shalt love thy neighbor 
as thyself." Tt is significant that St, Paul uses this word so spa 
and then only in contexts having to do either with ehristole 
affirmation or with counsels on living a Christian life. Im other 
words, the doctrinal affirmations of Christology and the 
of the spiritual life go hand in hand, they cannot be divorced from. 

ich other. The doctrinal principles of Christology are not mere 

intellectual constructions which have no force or bearing on the 
conduct of life, nor are the counsels of a virtuous life in love ever 
fully apprehended apart from Christ. Love, the union of God and 
man in Christ and the love of man for God and his neighbor, are the 
essence of the doctrine.) This union was to play an important role. 
in St. Maximus’ own theology, as we shall see. 





St. Irenaeus of Lyons is the name most often associated with 
recapitulation.* For him, the two natures of Christ along with their 








3st Matthew 22: 37-40: “Jesus said unio him, Thou shalt love the Lord 
‘thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind. ‘This jv the 
sent, And the second is like unto it, Thon shalt Jove thy 
neighbor as thyself. On these two commandments hang all the daw and the 
prophets.” ef, St, John 3:16, 1 St. John 14-16, 23. 











‘This characterization is true as far as it goes, but must mot be 
pressed. As will be shown from a cursory comparison of his writings with those of 
Other Fathers, the four principles of the doctrine are well known to other Fathers, 
even though they may not use the term ‘recapitulation’ itself in conjunction with 
them, 





various properties, establish His preeminence in both heavenly and 
earthly things> and thus Christ fulfills them in Himself, ie., fills 
them with Himself: 


Me was iavisible and became visible; incomprehensible and 
made comprehensible; impassible and made passible; the 
d made man; consummating all things in himself. 

‘and în the spiritual and 
invisible world the Word of God is supreme, so in the visible 
and physical realm he may have pre-eminence, taking io 
himself the primacy and appointing himself the head of the 
Church, that he may ‘draw all things to himself (St. John 12:32) 
in duc time. 











Here not only is Christ's recapitulation taken to refer to His 
preeminence in deity and humanity, but, since His divine nature is 
spiritual and invisible, it also includes “the spiritual and invisible 
world", the world of the angels and also of man's soul and mind. 
And by the same token, for St. Irenaeus the fact that Christ's 
humanity is physical and part of the physical creation, all of 
physical realm’ is also effected by His Incarnation,” Thus, the "one 
Christ Jesus our Lord" came "in fulfillment of God's comprehensive 
design and consummates all things in himself." In other terms, as 
the Word Himself in conjunction with His everlasting Father 
created "all things visible and invisible", so His Incarnation effects 
all things visible and invisible. 















SAgainst Heresies, V: 20:2, citing Ephesians 1:10 
Sthia., HI: 16: 6. 


7910, V: 20: 2: "The things in heaven are spiritual, while those on 
earth constitute the dispensation ia human nature. These things, therefore, He 
recapitulated in Himself: by uniting man to the Spirit, and causing the Spirit to 
dwell in man. 








Siia. 
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The double entendre of the word ‘effects’ is 
Christ's Incarnate Economy affects all invisible and 
both in the sense of accomplishing and even causing 
be, as well as in the sense of influencing them. he 
Recapitulation consequently effects the very design d nc qud. 
history itself, since it pertains to "the mystery which hath been hid 
from the generations”? of the "Lamb slain from the foundation of 
the world."10 Recapitulation is the christological basis, then, of a 
proper understanding of the history of creation and of humanity 
from its inception to its consummation: 





He was incarnate and made Man; and then be summed up in 
himself the long line of the human race, procuring for os w 
comprebeasive salvation, thal we might recover io Christ what 
ia Adam we lost, namely, the state of being in the mage wed 
likeness of God. 11 al 


‘This constitutes the allegorical or typological’? basis on w 
Irenacus and other Fathers read the Old Testament. On U 
of the Pauline precedent of the parallelism 
Christ, Irenacus draws further explicit parallels between 
Adam is fashioned of virgin untilled carth, Christ is born. 
Virgin Mary.!3 As the Fall occurred through a (fallen) 
the disobedience of Eve and Adam, so the restoration is effected 
not only by a repetition of these elements in the Annunciation by an 


Colossians 1:26. 

WRevelation 13:8, ef. St John 1:29, 17:24 

jy, tm 18:1. 

There is a measure of disagreement among exegetes whether 
allegory and typology are the same thing or not. For purposes of this survey, 
‘typology’ is to be understood as a special kind of allegory, with particular rules 
and paradigms of its own which are discussed briefly above, 

pia. nr: 21: 10. 
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angel, but by a reversal of disobedience by the obedience of Christ 
‘the Second Adam and Mary the Second Eve.14 


(This is) the back-reference from Mary to Eve, because what is 
Joined together could not otherwise be put asunder then by 
inversion of the process by which those bonds of uni 

arisen; so that the former ties be cancelled by the letter, 
the latter may set the former again at liberty. 15 





‘That is, in order for there to be a fulfillment of the Old Testament, 
their must be a repetition and recontextualization of its themes in 
the Life of Christ, and where necessary, a reversal of them. This 
presupposes certain principles in order for typological exegesis to 
take place. Types arc like Jeitmotif s in music; they are repeated, 
amd with cach repetition, recontextualized, reaching their 
fulfillment in Christ.16 


Not only does this repetitional fulfillment of types occur in 
reference to the events of the Old Testament, but also in reference 
to the principle stages of human life itself, 
observed phenomena of nature: 











Mor m1: 21:10, 
‘Stpia,, trt 22:4. 


JéTis highlights another principle vital to Recepitulation that of the 
unity between the Old end New Testaments. For St. re 

therefore the whole doctrine of Reem 

Gnostics and Marcionites, both of which separated the God and Author of the Old 
Testament, the Creator of matter and hence of evil, from the God of the New 
Who, being spiritual and therefore good, could not have suthored the Old. This 
dialectical opposition is of course not found in Scripture, since God created all 
things good, incleding the material crestion, The opposition of the two 
‘Testaments shows more the influence of Hellesistic philosophical concepts. St 
Irenaeus’ recapitulational response which presupposes their unity in Christ would 
ibus seem to weaken the oft-repeated axiom that the Fathers "Hellenized" 


Christianity. 
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Therefore he passed through every stage of life, restoring to 
‘each age fellowship with God"... He sanctified cach stage of 
We by [making possible] a likeness to himself. He came to 
save all through his own person: all, that is, who through him 
are re-born to God: infants, children, boys, young men and old, 
“Therefore he passed through every stage of life. He was made 
an infant for infants, saoctifying infancy; 
children, sanctifying childhood, and setting 
eousness and of obedience; a young man 
among young men, becoming an example to them, and 
ying them to the Lord... And thus he came even to 
‘cath, that he might be “the First-born from the dead, having 
the pre-eminence among all [or in all things} 18 
























But this recapitulation of humanity is not merely by repetition 
of its laws and st the reference to Holy Baptism suggests. 
There is an ecclesiological and sacramental dimension in which it 
takes place.19 





preeminence of Christ in all things pertaining to deity and to 
humanity, and to the invisible and 





history, collective and individual, as well as of the repeated 
typology of the Old Testament -- we may now sce how they 
operate in two other Fathers writing in entirely different times and. 
for different purposes: St. Athanasius the Great of Alexandria, and. 
St. Ambrose of Milan. 





For St masius as for St. Irenacus the Incarnation 


recapitulates all of humanity: 






Y7 Against Heresies, Ill: 18:6, 
Jrvia, 1: 22:4. 


194. V: 20: 2: "The Church has been planted as a garden in this world.” 
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Through this of the immortal Son of God with our 
human nature, all men were clothed with incorreption in the 
Promise of the resurrection. For the solidarity of mankind is 

hat, by virtue of the Wo )n a single human 
has k er 





That is, in His human nature which is consubstantial with all men, 
the Son and Word effectively bestows incorruption, with a certain 
irresistible determination, on all of humanity. 


ln the rest of the created order, St, Athanasius like St. 
Irenaeus sees that the salicat events of the Incarnate life of Christ 
have the result of effecting and filling all of Creation, being above 
by virtue of His coming down from heaven and His bodily 
Ascension and return there, being present in this world in virtue of 
His Incarnation in it, and below it in virtue of His Descent into 
Hades prior to the Resurrection: "The Self-revealing of the word is 
in every dimension -- above, in creation; below, in the Incarnation; 
in the depth, in Hades; in the breath, throughout the world. Ali 
things have beca filled with the knowledge of God." Thus thus 
the sensible world itself, in virtue of the Word becoming man, has 
been made the vehicle of the knowledge of the Word, because "He, 
Man," centers "their senses on Himself "22 














Consequently, there is a preeminence of the Word over and in 
all things of creation, inasmuch as He during His Incarnation as 
man never ceases His proper divine activity of providentially 
ordering all of creation: 





28 Athanasius, On the Incarnation of the Word of God, I 9, 
St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, p. 35. 





23019, II; 16, p. 44. 


Avia. 





anything, He actually contained all مود‎ ۱۱۳۵. 
the whole, so alsa is it with the part. Existing in a human bos 
Jo which He Himself gives life, He is still Source of life to 
the universe, present io every part of it, yet outside the’ 
and He is revealed both through the works of His body 


through His activity in the world. It is, indeed, the function of 


~ 


soul to behold things that are outside the body, but it cannot 
‘With the Word of God in His! 

ature... His body was not for Mim a limitation, but an 
instrument, so that He was both i it and n all things, and 
‘outside all things, resting in the Father alone, At one and the 
= this is the wonder - ax Man He was living a human 
the life of the univere, 

‘and as Son He was in constant union with the Father. 





The miracles consequently reflect in miniature this principle of —— 
Christ's preeminence over creation, since cach miracle reflects 
creation, 


"Consider the miracle at Cana. Would not anyone who saw the 
‘substance of water transmuted into wine understand that He 
Who did it was the Lord and Maker of the water that He 
changed? It was for the same reason that He walked on the sea 
as on dry land — to prove to the onlookers that He had mastery 
over all. And the feeding of the multitode, when He made ۱ 
tittle into much, so that from five loaves five thousand mouths 
were filled — did not that prove Him none other than the very 
Lord Whose Mind is over all? 











23iyia. HI: 18, p.47. 





| 
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‘Thus "every miracle exhibits the character of the Incarnatíon.24 
‘The miracles then reflect and recapitulate the created order. They 
express "not simply a god, but God: that which mis outside Nature, 
mot as a foreigner, but as her sovercign."2> The Word, bei 
bosom of the Father before the foundation of the world,2 makes a 
little bread “into much bread. 
sees the Father do. There is, so to speak, a family موه‎ 27 














to understand Christ's miracles properly; they, too, are repel 
of the typologies to be found in the created sensible world. 


Int Ambrose of Milan, this typological recapitulation is also 
made isis for a correct understanding of the sacraments, 
Working through the connection in Scripture between water and 


the Spirit, he begins, like St. Athanasius, with the general principle 
that the Incarnation recapitulates invisible and sensible things: 





سس 
Mc. S. Levis, "The Grand Miracle" in God in the Dock p.i‏ 
ASC. S. Lewis, "Miracles" in God in the Dock, p. 32‏ 
6e. St, John 17: 5, 24; 8:58; 1: 1-3.‏ 


37C. S. Lewis, Miracles", p. 30, citing St. John 5: 19 
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First of all, the Apostle taught you that those things are not to 
be considered "which we see, but the things which are not seen, 
for the things which are seen are temporal, but the things 
which are not seen are eternal." For you read elsewhere! 
“That the invisible things of God, since the creation of the 
world, are understood through those things which have been 
made; His eteron power and alto Mix Godhead are eatimmted 
by His works "29 Wherefore also the Lord Himself says: "if ye. 
believe not Mc, believe at Teact rhe works “39 








is made the basis af his exegesis of the whole typology of | 





water and the Spirit, begiauing with the Creation of the world itself, 
"How t ís the mystery pre-figured even in the origin of the 






world itself. In the very beginning, when God made the heaven and 
the earth, "thc Spirit, it is said, "moved upon the waters, With — 
this principle in hand, he follows the typology through the Old — 
Testament, beginning with the Flood: 





281 Corinthians 5: 18. 


29Romans 1: 20. Notably, St. Ambrose's use of this verse contrasts 
rather dramatically with that of the Latin Scholastics for whom it is taken to refer 
to the program of natural theology, that is, of philosophical explanations designed 
to prove the existence of God apart from, and prior to, Christology. For St 
Ambrose, the verse is understood recapitulationally, as being indicative of the 
ole typological principle which is to be employed in scriptural exegesis. 














3951. John 10: 38. 


31SL Ambrose of Milan, On the Mysteries, I: 9, Nicene and Post- 
Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Volume X, p. 318. Citing Genesis 1:2. 
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God, willing to restore what was lacking, sent the flood and 
Dade jusi Noah go up into the ark, And be, after having, as the 
Flood was passing off, sent forth first a raven which did not 
Telarn, sent forth a dove which is said to have returned with an 
ive twig, You see the water, yoo see the wood [ot Ihe ark] 
you see the dove, and do you hesitate as to the mystery?32 











Ambrose then provides the answer to his question. 





The water, then, is that in which the flesh is dipped, that all 
‘carnal sin may be washed away. All wickedness is there buried. 
The wood is that on which the Lord Jesus was fastened when 
He suffered for us. The dove is that in the form of which the 
Holy Spirit descended, as you have read in the New 
Testament )33 








Following St. Paul, he discovers the repetition of the themes of 
‘water and the presence of God again at the Exodus 


‘There is also a third testimony, as the apostle teaches us: "Por 
all our fathers were under the cloud, and all passed through 
the sea, and were all baptized to Moses in the cloud and jo the 
sea." And further, Moses himself says in his song: “thou sentest 
‘Thy Spirit, and the sea covered them." You observe Ihat even 
then holy baptism was prefigured in that passage of the 
Hebrews, wherein the Egyptian perished, the Hebrew 
escapes. 4 





Interpreting the cloud, St, Ambrose comes finally to root 
Baptism in the virginal Conception and Nativity of Christ 








32iid. I: 10, p. 318. St. Ambrose’ rhetorical questio 
of Christ's words to Nicodemus at the end of St. Joha 3: 1-10. After a prolonged 
reiteration of the typological connection of water and the Spirit, Christ asks "art. 
thou a master of Israel, and knowest not these things?"(v. 10) 











33pbia. MI: 11, p.318. 
3^iia,, HI: 12, p. 318, 
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‘You hear that our fathers were under the cloud and (ta = 
Kindly cloud, which cooled the heat of the carnal passions, ~ 
That kindly cloud overshadows those whom the Holy Spirit 
visits. At last it came upon the Virgin Mary, and the Power of | 
the Highest overshadowed her when «ke conceived 
Redemption for the race of men 35 


quis is a suggestive passage, for St. Ambrose seems to imply tha 
the Holy Spirit overshadows the very waters of her womb. 3 


These considerations lead St. Ambrose to summarize 
ور‎ with which he began in terms of a general ae 
'ormula: 


Therefore rend thatthe three witnesses in baptism, the water, 

the blood, and the Spirit, are one, for if you take away unt of 
‘hese, the Sacrament of Baptism does not exist, For what is 
‘water without the cross of Christ? A common element, without —— 
ny Sacramental effect. Nor, again, is there the Sacrament of 
Regeneration without water: "For except « man be bora again 

‘of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of 
Goa.36 











As with St. Irenaeus, there is ccclesiological and 
sacramental dimension to the doctrine of Recapitulation. Baptism 
is an essential component of the mystery and for the spiritual life, 
since the believer must recapitulate that which Christ Himself 
fulfilled and repeated in His own Recapitulation. As was the case 
with Sts. Irenaeus and Athanasius, one cannot separate the di 
and invisible nature from the works which He does in His human 
and visible nature, and therefore one cannot separate water and the 
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Spirit into two separate baptisms or events, as this would be a kind 
of sacramental Nestorianism.37 


‘To summarize, the doctrine of recapitulation combines several 
different principles. By maintaining that the Incarnatc Economy 
unites in livisible and unconfused union all that can be said 
about deity and humanity and about the invisible and sensible 
‘world, it confesses the preeminence of Christ in all things. By 
maintaining that Christ, in the events and miracles of His Incaraate 
life, repeats and fulfills the laws not only of creation but of the 
sacred history of the Old Testament, it implies a christoceatricity to 
history. It thus has the most profound implications not only (or the 
exegesis of the words and events of Holy Scripture, but also implies 
that any doctrine of Providence, that is to say, of predestination and 
free choice of will, in order to remain uniquely Christian, must be 
understood at the outset as being grounded in the Mystery of 
Christ, Finally, the doctrine of recapitulation also implies a certain 
vision of ecclesiology, the sacraments, and the spiritual life, for 
these in tura are recapitulations of the Life of Christ. Each of these 
principles are traced out by St. Maximus in even more precise ways 
and with a rigorous attention to their interrclationships. These 
principles and relationships, in turn, form the background to a 
proper understanding of The Disputation with Pyrrhus, and itis 
to them that our attention must now be given. 























‘37 rnis point cannot be lingered over too long. since many Evangelical 
separation. For the Fathers, such a separation always 
incorrect understar 

christologieal basis of recapitulat 
baptize them until they rea: pe of reason” or "accountability" implies 
communion between God and man is impossible at this stage of life If t 
principle were pressed into the Incarnation itself, it would mean that Christ only 
became God subsequently to His conception. Likewise, the Church's 
condemaation of abortion is rooted in the recapitulationa} princip 

stage of human life was united indivisibly and uncoafusedly with Gi 
It is therefore contradictory to maintain at one and the same time that infants 
cannot be baptized, and yet to argue against abortion on the basis of the an 
abstract principle of the “sanctity of life" divorced from its christological basis 
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Creation: Man as Microcosm and Mediator 


Central to the Confessor's doctrine of Creation is his 
anthropology of man as a microcosm and mediator. Man, being 
created in the image and likeness of God is in the image of the 
Trinity, and more specifically of Christ, That is, the same 
theological distinctions of Nature and Law of Existence and of 





Person and Mode of Existence which were developed by the 


as well. Human nature 





operations and choices, begun by God, are to end in Him. 
Morcover, man is a microcosm or "small universe” in that all the 
basic distinctions of the created order are mirrored in man's own 
being and essence, Being by nature possessed of both soul and 
body man unites in himself the intelligible and sensible w 
This conception is mirrored by the Confessor's recapitulational 
perspective on Christ, Who in His work of reintegrating the original 
constitution of man becomes the "makanthropos" or "great man" in 
the sense of being the proper consummation of all men. 











Thus there are five basic distinctions in St. Maximus! 
cosmology, each of which in turn forms the basis for his 
understanding of Christ's work of recapitulation. These 
distinction between Uncreate and created bei 
between intelligible and sensible being mentioned above; 3) the 
distinction the sensible creation between heaven and earth; 
4) the distinction on earth between paradise and the world of men; 
and finally 5) the distinctio: between man and woman, 

















the masculine and the feminine.?® These distinctions are in and af 
themselves good, but become dialectically opposed by man's Fall. 





351 Lars Thunberg, Man and the Cosmos, p. 80, 
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2. The Fall of Man into the Dialectic of Oppositions 


Since he is created in the image and likeness of God, a proper 
understanding of man requires two terms of reference: nature and 
on. Man by nature bas soul, reason, activity(or energy), and 
‘of will and free choice. But the individual hypostasis] 
or enhypostasizes cach of ik in am 
bly uni. er. This unique mode of 
„existence becomes personally opposed to the principle of nature at 
‘the Fall, and the five distinctions mentioned above are rendered by 
ions, which begin to tear apart from each other and 
beginning with the first and most crucial 
distinction between the Uncreate and the created. Maximus 
expresses this Fall into dialectical opposition and death by a lengthy 
ig of the Tree of the Knowledge of 

in Genesis 2:17; 




















The tree of lif ls altogether productive of life, but the other is 
mot the tree of life, being clearly productive of death. Aod that 
which is not productive of life is [for that reason] not called the 
ree of life; but since it is clearly productive of dea 

logically distinguished by opposition to [the tree] of life 








Bot as wisdom, the tree of life also hath a great difference 
from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, since it is 
neither wisdom nor respecting of the law. For of [the tree of 
life] cometh that wisdom proper to intellect and reason, but of 
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil) cometh that 
knowledge of opposition which is a habit of opposing things, 
‘which is proper to the irrational and sensible... The tree of life 
is, according to ooe interpretation, 

which wisdom exists; but the tree of tbe knowledge of good 
evil is the sensory perception of the body, is which a0 
tional motion existeth. 
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wee of the knowledge of good and evil, that in, of the 
irrationality which belongetb to sensory perception, having 

only that component of the power of discernment proper ۵ 

bodies, by means of which he holdeth fast lo the good of 
pleasure, and shunneth we evil of pain. Bot if by the 
altogether intelectual power of discernment, dieinpuihing. 

temporal things from the eternal, he keepeth the divine 

‘commandment, then he eateth the tree of lf... 





Great indeed, therefore, is the difference between the two 
(wees, both as regarding their natural powers of discernment at 
well as of the mame attached to each, Since [the tree of the 
knowledge of good iI] is vo designated without any 
designation of distinct good ond evil, one who isnot wisely end 
accurately conversant with the fogos of the Spirit will be lable 
to commit great error, for they that are being made wise 
trough grace know that wh 
altogether ev 
relation to some end is not evit, 
which is called the 
relation to some en 
[necessarily] good 39 




















similar way as well that 
ic good is not always good, but good in 
but the relation to some end is not 






In other words, there is no such thing as an evil which has 
substantial and independent existence; there is mo basi 
cosmological and metaphysical opposition between good and evil. 
Rather, by making the sensible form of knowledge the sole basis of 
his reasoning faculty at the Fall, man is doomed to make choi 
his own, never knowing with certitude that any gives choice — St. 
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Maximus’ "good in relation to some particular end" -- will have a 

good issue. Thu; i Fall into dialectic, but i 

introduces a kind of knowledge forci 
oa habit and therefore uj Whereas 

fore ‘man’s intellect was still finite, and thus there was a 

ind of "ignorance" due to the limitations of his natural reason, 

E is a new "habitual" and personal mode of the 
limitation. There is now an i 

‘oF not individual acts will end in a good or an evil result. 











So then gnomie is nothing else than as act of willing ia a 
particular way, in relation to some real or assumed good 40 





We deliberate about things within our own power, 
may be brought to pass by our abilities, and which have an 
unknowo end. 4! 








It is to this latter kind of ignorance that St. Maximus refers in 
The Disputation: 





A Dispucation with Pyrrhus, 85. 

opuscutum Theologicum et Polemicum 1, PG 91: 16D. cf. the 
‘whole discussion on pp. 102-103 of my Free Choice im St. Maximus the 
Confessor. 
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Thus, those who say that there is a gaomie in Christy as this 
inquiry is demonstrating, re maintaining that He is # mere 
m, deliberating in a maner ike unto us, having ignorance, 
doubt amd opposition, since one only <eliberates about 
something which is doubtful, not concerning what is free of 
سییر‎ siege C ۱ 
ere is 1 we gain experience of ۱ 
particular way, through inquiry and counsel, Because of this, 
then, the gnomie will ie fini ascribed 1o us, belag mode of che. MOLUM 
employment [of the will, and not a principle of setores 
otherwise nature [itself] would change innumerable times, But 
he humanity ol Christ doth not simply subsist [i a manner 
‘imilar tos, but divinely, for He Who appeared in the flesh 


(or our sakes was God. It is thus not possible to say that Christ 
had a gnomic will. 


dad a gnomic witt © [ 














What the Confessor means to exclude in is it fallen 
فد‎ 0 
only be proper to the buman creat is. If the hesitancy 

Christ in S Garden of Gethsemane indicated that kind of 
hesitation then this would mean His mode of willing was gnomic 


۱۵ created, which would deny the Incarnation and make Him à — 
‘mere man,” 











‘That this is the meaning of St. Maximus, however, can only be 
made clear by examining what he says in connection to the natural. 
powers and activities of the human soul when willing: 








42 pisputation with Pyrrhus, 87. 


3n paragraph 25 of the Disputation, the Confessor is very clear in 
among the natural processes of the faculty of will of 
must be continually bora in mind the distinction he 
makes between that deliberation which is natural and proper to man, and that 
"ignorance" which results from the Fall. There is a kind of "ignorant certitude" tn 
the former which reduces to mere ignorance in the latter 
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things that exist came to be out of nothing, and have 


therefore a power that impels hem to hold fest (o existence, 

inclinstion towards that which gaturaliy mainiainesh them ia 
Sustencc], Consequently, the super-essentiat Word, by Virtue 
‘Of His humanity, had of His bumanity this seif-preserving 
power which clingeth to existence. And [ui fact, He exhibited 
both [aspects of this poser], willing the inci 
m 








and the 
ack on account of His [human] energy. He cxbibited 
the inclination to cling to existence ip the natural and inooceot 
use [He made] of a great many things, and the drawing back ar 
the time of the Passion, when He drew back from the volu: 
death. How doth the Church of God do anything absurd if She 
confess that, along with His human and created nature, there 
existed in Him those principles inserted creatively in that 
‘ature by him, without which that nature could not exist?44 




















‘Thus the hesitation of Christ in Gethsemane of accepting the 
cup of the Passion is nota manifestation of the opposition of divine 
and human wills, but a manifestation of their proper and natural 
functioning, a functioning which was distorted at the Fall into a 
dialectical opposition between pleasure and pain, 





As a consequence, even Christ's fear of the Passion is to be 


interpreted in a manner condign to the union of human nature with 
the Word. The fear is real and really human, but its 
enbypostasization in the Word of God makes it something far more 
than that fear which particularizes itself only in a created 
hypostasis: 
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Thus, He was truly afraid, not as we are, but in 
‘surpassing us, To put it concisely: ail things that are natural in 
Christ have both the rational principle proper to human 
‘ature, but a super-natural mode of existence, in order thal 
both the [human] nature, by means of its rational principle, 
and the Economy, by means of its soper-natural mode of 
‘existence, might be believed. 45 





One must recall at this point that a similar principle was stated 
by St. Athanasius in his own consideration of the reeapitulational 
principle of the Incarnation. E 


It is this fact of the super-natural mode of existence of the 
natural properties of humanity that allows St, Maximus to avoid the 
Aphthartodoketic tendency of Monophysitism, For them the. 
Passion would mor have been truly voluntary unless Christ's 
humanity did not inherit the corruption from Adam. For 
Maximus, the opposite hi jing as he does 
between the natural principles of human existence and the gnomic 
tortion of their mode of existence which results from the Fall, 
the Passion would not have been truly human nor voluntary if 
Aphthartodoketism were true. ing si i 
‘thin the created human mode of the existence of the 

















Thus Christ's hesitation is to be strictly distinguished from that 
ignorance which results from the Fall into dialectic, for the goal of 
the Incarnation is precisely to save and restore the human nature to 
its proper relationship with God. 


3. The Three Dialectical Principles 
of Monotheletism 





Before proceeding with an examination of the Three 





Dialectical Principles of Monotheletism and the Confessor's 


Sipia., as. 
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response to them, it would perhaps be beneficial to survey the 
manner in which the two christological heresies of Monophysitism 
and Nestorianism relate to the question of the will and how they 
answer certain questions. These questions may be summarized as 
follows: 1) In what is the will rooted? 2) What is the number of wil 
or wills? 3) What is the principle emphasis or aspect of the 
which is view in each system when considering the Incarnation, the 
unity or the distinction? 4) How does each system construe the 
principle of opposition? and finally 5) what are the implications of 
this opposition? 


Monopbysitism and Nestorianism both answer that the will is 
rooted in personal agency, but for Moaophysitism there is only one 
will since there is only one person. For Nestorianism on the other 
hand, there are two wills because there are two persoas(prosopa) 
im the union. After the union, however, Nestorianism maintains 
that there is one will. 











These points allow one to see what aspect of the will is being 
emphasized. For the Monophysites, this emphasis would appear to 
be placed on the will as a faculty, for after the anion this one will 
bas two different "manifestations" (apotelesmata), a choice of 
terminology which suggests that the manifestations of what are 
united are less real th 
however, the one will or aspect(prosopon) which resulted from 

hat is principally in view is the will 
understood as an object of will, in this case, man's salvation, there 
being two underlying faculties of will which "contract" with cach 
other with that object of will in view. Consequently, the cmphases 
‘of the two systems arc radically different. For Monophysitism, the 
union itself is paramount, for Nestorianism, the things which are 
united are paramount. In cach system, therefore, there would 
appear to be a subtle but nevertheless real implication of a 
fundamental opposition between the divine and human natures, 
since Monophysitism naturally develops the further doctrine of 
Aphthartodoketism, which would appear to deny any real role for 
human free choice, and Nestorianism asserts that the voluntary and 
countractual basis of the union is the sole means by which it is to be 
distinguished from the essential union of the Trinity on the on hand 
‘and the natural union of the body and soul in man on the other. 
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Monotheletism reduces these principles into three rather 
‘compact statements, each implying a more fundamental n 
dialectical problem the Confessor is always quick to drive to 
an heretical reductio ad absurdum. The first of these is that The 
Will is Hypostatic, tbat is, that it is rooted in bypostasis, and not in 
nature: “If Christ be one person, then He willed as one person, And. 
if He willed as one person, then doubtless He hath one will, and not 
۱۳96 St. Maximus reduces this principle to two alternative 
Trinitarian heresies: 














If one suggests that a *willer* is implied in the notion of the 

Il, then by the exact inversion of this principle of reasoning, 
is implied in the notion of a "willer*. Thus, wilt thou say 
because of the one will of the superessential Godhead 
there is only one hypostasis, as did Sabellius, or that because 
there are three hypostases there are also three wil 
because of this, three natures as well, since the canons and. 
definitions of the Fathers say that the distinction of wills. 
implieth a distinction of natures? So said Arius! 




















‘To maintain three wills because of the distinction of hypostases, in 
other words, implied a polytheism on the one hand, and also 
Arianism, since insofar as Christ had only one will and did manifest 
any of the characteristics of the human will, He was therefore less. 
than fully God. 


The second principle of Monotheletism is the dialectical 
counterpart of the first, and that is that WI is 
Compelled: "If thou sayest that the will is natural, and if what is 
‘natural be compelled, and if thou sayest that the wills in Christ are 
n l, thou dost fact take away all His voluntary motios 
For Maximus, this implics a return to The Origenist Problematic, 
would make any natural property of God a limiting definition 
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lir one were to continue in this line of reasoning, then] God, 
Who is by nature good, and by nature Creator, must of 
necessity be [not only] God and good, but also Creator. To 





‘There is another clement to this aspect of St, Maximus’ 
argument, Origen could only have formulated his problematic on 
the basis of a definition of the simplicity of the divine essence, 
where the being, activity, and will of God were all wholly identical, 
Thus, for Origen, 





We can therefore imagine no moment whatever when th 

power was mot engaged in acts of well-doing. Whence it 
follows that there always existed objects of this well-doing, 
‘namely, God's works or creatures, and that God, in the power 
of his providence, was always dispensing his blessings among 
them by doing good in accordance with their condition and 
deserts, It follows plainly from this, that ài ao time 
‘was God not Creator, nor Besefaetor, aor Providence 50 












tever 


Thus, there is no distinction between God's faculty of will, in other 
words, that natural property of His essence which allows Him to be 
the Creator, and the objects of that will, the creatures themselves. 
The faculty of will and the object of will are the same identical thing 
in God on account of the simplicity. This leads Origen to the most 
famous statement of his problematic: "Let the man who dares to say 
"There was a time when the Son was not’ understand that this is 
what he will be saying, ‘once wisdom did not exist, and word did not 
exist, and life did not exist."51 Here, to speak in St. Maximus" 
terms, there is a clear confusion on the basis of the simplicity 
between the Logos of God and the logoi of His attributes. Since 
there is thus no clear and real distinction between the attributes or 
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from the Father is as it were an act of his will procec 
mind.“°2 This same lack of distinctions between 1 
faculty of will”, the will as an “activity” of nature, 


“object of the will” was also apparent in سا‎ 
Monophysitism, both of which PEL their own purposes 
only onc of these three distinctions. The Confessor cou y 
distinguishes the natural, creative faculty of the will of perd 
the object of that will. Š3 


The final principle of Monotheletism concerns that of the — 


dialectical opposition of distinct wills, For d 
Wills means Two Opposing Wills: “It IUE E 
ZI parton without opposition For Pyrrhus, this 1 
meant to be the formulation of a general meta ical principle 
For St. Maximus, however, [te € 
is acceptable only as a formulation of the results of the Fall aad the 
resulting dialectical oppositions im which the created human 
hypostasis finds itself, enslaved as it is to a knowledge that is based — 
merely upon sensory perception and not on the Logos of God. Thus 



















2a 1: 2:6, p. 19. 
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۳ 
person without opposition, then by thine own reasoning, itis 
Possible with opposition. And if this be possible, then thou 
hast confessed the existence of two wills. So thou dost not 
Siffer over the number of wills, bot with the principle of their 
opposition. So, it remains for us to discover the real cause of 
this conflict [of wills]. What dost thou say this is? The natural 
will, or sin? If thou sayest it be the natural will, and since we 
Already know that there is no other cause of this than God, 
then thou makest God the Author of the conflict fof wills]. But 
If the cause be sin, and if Christ be free from sin, then the 
Incarnate God hath no opposition of any kind in those wills 
Proper to His natures, since no effect cen result from 
which doth not exist,55 




















Pyrrhus then asks "Therefore the "willing" appertaineth to nature. 
a question which elicits a response from the Confessor which 
recalls the distinction he made between "the simple good" when 
discussing the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil" He replies 
that “the simple willing" pertains to sature.9 Whatever negations 
can be said of the will do not apply to the will as such, but to the 
_ fourth distinction which the Confessor makes, the mode of willing 
of a given hypostasis.57 











4. The Apokatast; 





is as Recapitulation 


ver since the time of Origen, the doctrine of ihe. 
recapitulation of all thi Christ and that of their inevitable and 

storation and salvation im God Bave always been 
intimately connected. Indeed, the very fact of Christ's human 
mature which is consubstantial with all men implies an 
apokatastasis, for if in Adam all have died, in Christ there is a 
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certain predetermimation that all shall be made alive.5® 
interrelationship between the apokatastasis and the » 
highlights once again thc fact that tbe latter doctrine is a " 
christological way of understanding or of approaching the question P- 


of predestination. 







۲ » - 
doctrine of Limited Atonement, i.e., at any doctrine which would — 
limit the cficacy ol Christ's redemp B 
elected and predestined individuals 3 
and a m consideration of Y Christ's 

work is limited in this fashion, then His humanity will also be 
consubstantial only with that predetermined number of elected 
individuals. But since Christ is the Second Adam, this implies that 
there are some individuals who, not being in the Second, will 
neither be found in the First, Adam. Not being in the First Adam, 
they will not be subject to ancestral sin, and will therefore have no 
need of Christ 5° 












only highlighted by the Confessor’s. polemic against Monotheletism. 
On the one hand, if the Monothelete doctrine were true, and there 
was only one will in Christ, that of His divine Hypostasis, then the 
human nature would be denied not only a will, but it would also 


~ 

~ 

There is a christological aspect to the problem as well which is | - 
follow that the human will neither effects salvation, or contributes | 






anything to it. The human nature would be determined externally, | 
a5 it were, since Christ Himself, in His humanity, would have no 
will. Thus, not only would there be a denial of a full Incarnation on 
inds, but the apokatastasis of all men sharing that í 
tial nature would be an inevitable result. Yet on the 
other hand, if Christ's human nature was endowed with all its | — 
natural properties including a huntam fatresl will, this too would | | 
appear to compel an apokatastasis whose effects, from the | 
standpoint of those effected, would still be the same in that they, to- 
the degree that they are individual hypostases who in virtue of their 
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59 my Free Choice in St. M. 
Seminary Press, p. 225, and St. John Cassia 
Chaeremon,7 





rimus rhe Confessor; St. ۵۵5 
Third Conference of ihe Abbot. 





xxix 


3 
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Sonsubstantiality with Christ's human mature, arc irresistibly 
determined. 


This was the state of affairs prior to St. Maximus, who applies 
four basic correctives: 1) the Triadological, 2) the Christological, 3) 
the Ecclesiological, Sacramental, and 4) the Spiritual or the 
Ascetic. 


The Triadological corrective depends upon three elements. 
First there is the distinction between Nature and Principle of 
Existence on the one hand, and Hypostasis and Mode of Existence 
9n the other. The second component is closely related, and this ix 
the distinction within the Trinity of Three Unique Hypostatic 
Modes of Willing of the onc divine natural will, “aceording to good 
pleasure, according to Economy, and according to consent, "6 the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit respectively. Finally, the third 
component is the Triadological scheme of history implied by such 
triads as "Genesis, Kinesis, Stasis” and more especially by “Being, 
Well- or Ill-Being, and Ever- Well- or Ill-Being." All men arc truly 
resurrected in Christ to “ever-being’, but the state in “ever-well 
being” or “ever-ill-being™ that cach will enjoy or suffer that 
resurrection depends upon their hypostatic mode of willing and 
existence in this life. 























The Christological component in turn grounds the remaining 
the Ecclesiological and Sacramental, and the Ascetic or 
al. This is based upon the distinction between the Principle 
of Human Existence, which is consubstantial with all men, and the 
Mode of its Generation of the Virgin Mary in His capacity as the 
Second Adam, which is unique to Him alone 








Ouaertiones et Dubia, PG 90:8018. 


xxx 


1 put forward that rati which i according 


tational principle + 0 
Power, asserting that the human [nature] which is proper to 
the Saviour is not something other than that which is proper وا‎ 
s but that it îs the same in essence and in ao way differs [Irom ——— 


ours], because He took u, 
ineffable assumption [of hus 








Himself our nature by the 
ity] from the undefiled virginal 


blood of the Most Holy Mother of God, through whom the 
Word, having been united to (human) seed, became lesh and 





free by the power of [His] enhominization, by which — 
conti 





the truth — He became and effected all things for our 


sake, not giving lie to our essence nor to any of its innocent 


'd natural 
Bs, deifying every hı 






ings. rather, He deified this along with those 


‘Therefore, that humanity which is proper to Him alters that 
‘hich is ours, mot [by altering] the rational principle of the 


nature, but by the new mode of its Genesis. For on the one 





ind it is the same as Ours by essence, but on the other, it 


w 


‘90% the same by reason of [its] seedless generation. Thus, He 





was not a mere [man]... For clearly, having been 





without seed or with seed do not severe the [human] nature, 
neither do lopenerateness or Generateness cut apart the 


{divine} natu 





The Ecclesiological and Sacramental corrective is grounded in 
the fact that, in order to participate in Christ Who recapitulates all 


of crea 
onc must personally recapitulate in His recapitulation, 
must partake of the sacramental life of the Church, ı 
the heavenly manner of His seedless generation in His 


n and collective, sacred, and individual human history, 


+ es oue 





ting in its sacramental counterpart. In order 
‘One must 








His Virgin Birth of water and The Spirit, 


I 
partake of 


SlOpusculum Theotogicum et Polemicum 4: PG 91: 60BD.. 
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ever ill-being, 







‘The Church knoweth three apokatastases. Ope is the 
apokatastasis] of everything according to the priaciple(logos) 
of virtoe; in this apokatastasis one is restored who fulfills the 
Principle of virtue in himself. The second is that of the whole 
[omen] aature in the Resurrection. This is the apobatantasis 
"o incorruption and immortality. The third, in the oft-ciied 
words of Gregory of Nyssa, is the apokatastasis of the powers 
of the soe! which, having lapsed into tin, are again restored to 
that condition 

that just as the entire nature of the flesh hopeth 
taken up again into incorruption in the apokatasias 
the powers of the soul, heving become distorted du; 








the end of the ages, not finding any rest, will come wmo God 
Who hath no limit. And thus the distorted powers of the sou! 


discursive knowledge of, but not into the participation 
good things [of God], where the Creator is known yet 
being the cause of [their] sia. 63 


There is 





y, as the One Logos is the many Uncreste Jogoi of God, 
€ the One Uncreate Logos of God, one can only partake 
7۳ that is, by recapitulating, those very virtues 
_ Which are the /ogoi of the Logos. 


tasis of all, but the state of the created 





aj 
it_apokatastasis, whether in cver-weil-be: 


cir own mode 


cxistence and will 








irticipation, in this life, in the life of 


Sacramental recapitulation and the life in virtue, in other 


words, cannot be divorced for the simple fact that. logoi and the 
= of His Godhead. The virtues must be constantly 


within cach individual human hypostasis by an 
unceasing effort to bring their own created hypostatic modes of 
willing, their gnomies, back into conformity with the natural 





63T hal, PG 90:796BC. 


principles of human nature as revealed in 
One. 






PYRRHUS: Virtues. then, are oatoral things? 
MAXIMUS: Yes, natural things. 


PYRRHUS: I they be natural things, why do they mot exist in 
Ali men equally, since all meo have an identical ature? 


MAXIMUS: 
identical 





they do exist equally is all men because of the 
rel 





PYRRHUS. Then why is there such a gremi disparity fof 
virtees] in us? 


MAXIMUS: Because we do not all practice what is natural to 
equal degree; indeed, if we [all] practiced equally 
[hose virtues] natural to us as we were created to do, then one 
‘would be able to perceive one virtue in ux all, just as there le 
II], and that “one virtue" would not admit of. 








PYRRHUS- If virtue be something natural [to s], and if what 

is setural to us existeth not through asceticism but by reason 

‘of our creation, then why is it that we acquire the virtues, 
hich are natural, with asceticism and labours? 


MAXIMUS: Asceticism, and the toils that go with it, was 
devised simply in order to ward off deception, which 
established itself through sensory perception. it is not [ae if] 
the virtues have been newly introduced from outside, for they 
jahere in us from creation, as hath already been said. 
‘Therefore, when deception is completely expelled, the soul 
immediately exhibits the slpendour of its natural virtue 64 





A Disputation with Pyrrhus, 8-95. 
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ae ariciual life, in other words, is that aspect of salvation which 
lics within the power of the individual gnomic will By a life of 
disciplined sclf-remunciation, the مه سنج‎ and human 
it back into their proper Barm 
Ene ‘The ignorance occasioned by the dialectic of the 
Passions which make man dependent upon sensory kaowledge only 
is dispelled by constant recollection and spiritual knowledge of the 
Incarnate Logos in all the fulness of His ¿ogoi through thc 
Scriptures. Dispassion, the true free choice im the cosmos of 
eternal, distinct but undivided and equally good virtues and goods, 
a personal recapitulation of His Passionless Passion, is the ultimate 
goal, the Vision of God in Chris 














Viewed against the background of these correctives, Origen 
understanding of the apokatastasis is not so much incorrect as it is 
truncated. His mistake was to consider Christology and the 
apokatastasis in the abstract, apart from the Mystery of the Church 
and the sacraments. For this reason, Origen cannot free himself of 
the notion that free choice is ultimately not a matter of choosing 
between dialectically opposed things. For this reason, the motion 
of creatures in his system never attains that state of dispassion; any 
motion is ipso facto passionate and a Fall away from God. 





For St. Maximus, thea, Christ in the whole Economy of His 
Incarnation this fulfills and reverses the effects of the Fall, and an 
essential aspect of this work is to overcome the oppositions which it 
introduced, not only between man’s natural will and the mode of its 
existence, but also in the Five Distinctions of his cosmology. By 
His seedless generation from the Mother of God he overcomes the 
opposition not only of Uncreate and created natures, but of male 
and female as well. When He says in St. Luke 23:43 to the peniteat 
thief "To day shalt thou be with me in Paradise,” be overcomes the 
Opposition between carth and Paradise. By His bodily Ascension 
into heaven He overcomes the opposition between carth and 
heaven, “thereby manifesting the essential unity of sensible 
nature beyond any scparation."6 By His continued bodily 
Ascension beyond the angelic orders of the intelligible world, He 








ÜSthunber. Man and the Cosmos, p. US. 


xxxiv 


equally good and without any 
ren there will be no hesitation nor i 
the outcomes of the activity of the will. 





‘So then, since counsel, judgement, and [ree choice are jall 
directed towards] uncertain things that are within ovr power, 
n when there are no uncertain things, as when the Self. 
Subsistent Truth has been made clearly manifest to all, then [ii 
© the case] that free choice will sot be moved by any of the 
ings in the middle and which are within our power, for there 
Will be no evaluation or deciding between opposite {courses of 
acti whereby we prefer the better to the worse [eourse of 
Action), But then in this ease if free choice does not exist 
according to the lew of nature that prevails at present — since. 
all uncertainty has been removed from things — then i wil 
‘only be an active and intellectual appetite. Thus twill only be 
directed towards the mystical enjoyment, in an ineffable 
nner, of that which is natural the object of is appetite, 
towards which is drawa by the things already enumerated, 
And the satiety of this appetite is the infinite extension of the 
appetite itself towards the things which are enjoyed, each one. 
supernatural partaking tothe exten that he o desires 67 


For St. Maximus this is the premier mystery of the Church, for this 
Vision of God, being the Vision of Christ, is fundamentally 
ecclesiological. 


































bbid., cf. the discussion on pp. 81-91. 


Sl Opusculum Theologicum et Polemicum 1, PG 9: 


109-115. and 131-154 of my Free Choice in St. Maximus the Confessor. — 












The God who transcends infinite measure will be seen THE DISPUTATION WITH PYRRH: 

" P] Only by those who are pure ia understanding when the mind in 

۱ a aer os ace ese OF OUR FATHER AMONG THE SAINTS 
UID eris 


— 


| circuit of things... 


MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR — E 





| For numerous and of almost infinite number are the men, 
| ‘women, and children who are distinct from one another and Translated from the Greek d 
vastly different by birth and appearance, by nationality and 
language, by customs and age, by opinions and skills, by 
{ manners and habits, by pursuits and studies, and still again by by . 
reputation, fortune, characteristics, and connections: All are 4 




















۹ 

born into the Church and through it are reborn and recreated 

he Spirit. To. ual measure it gives and bestows one 1 

divine form and designation, to be Christ's and to carry his 14 
[For] as the center of straight lines that radiate from 






him he does not allow by his 






elements of beings which he himself brought into existence. 68 


For St. Maximus the Confessor, denial of the two natural wills of 
‘Christ is a denial of the very principles of the deity, and the very 


prin to which creation and humanity were created, 
‘and which exist in it. Such a des 





a 
7 
£ 





is in fact, a denial of salvation, 





Josnrn P. Farru, 
‘of deification, and of the ultimate and limitless joy of heaven and a 
| the Vision of Christ. 
1 
1 
ع‎ 


ÉÉThe Church's Mystagogy, Gans. George C. Berthold, The 
Classics of Western Spirituality, pp. 186-187. 
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THE DISPUTATION WITH PYRRHUS 


1. A brief statement on the recent inquiry into the agitations 
fonge qup ecclesiastical dogmas which was held by Pyrrhus 
formerly Patriarch of Constantinople, and Maximus. the mil 
devout monk, in the presence of the most pious Gregory, Patrician, 
the most holy bishops, and the other men, beloved of God, fond 
With him. "Pyrrhus and those with him contended for the Byzantine 
innovation introduced by him and his predecessor at Byzantium. 
namely, that there is one will in Christ. Conversely, the doctrine of 
that supernatural man Maximus advocated the patristic and 
apostolic teaching that came down to us ‘from above", is what the 
most estimable Patrician Gregory said about the aforesaid men who 
fonfroated cach other, that is, Pyrrhus and Maximus. Pyrrbus 
began the conversation with Maximus as follows: 





2. PYRRHUS: What did I or my predecessor! ever do unto 
thee, father Maximus, that thou dost everywhere disparage us, 
accusing us of heretical notions in cveryoac's presence? And who 
esteemed and honored thee more than We, even though We never 
met thee personally? 


3. MAXIMUS: Since God hears us, no one so honored nor so 
revered me as thou didst, But since thou dost now spura Christian 
dogma, I considered it a terrible thing to prefer thine bonor 
towards me morc than the truth [itself] 





4. PYRRHUS: In which of our conccptions have We 
abandoned the doctrinc of Christians? 


^ 
iiM s, MAXIMUS: In conceiving onc will of the deity and 
humanity of Christ. And not only thinking it, but also by harming 


س 


1 Sergius 1, 4638, Patriarch of Constantinople aad the author of the 
Ekthesis. 


the entire body of the Holy Church by p 
novel Ekthesis.2 


6. PYRRHUS: What? Dost thou really think that: 
thinks that there is one will of Christ moves away from CI 
doctrine? 


7. MAXIMUS: Yes, I truly do. For what is a more 
V conception than that which maintains thatthe same pers 
pv very same will, which before the Incarnation ‘created 
from nothing and which maintains, provides, and orders 
for salvation, after the Incarnation desireth 





2 Ekthesis(638). This was the central text of Monotheletism and was 
Sergius’ own composition. Its main declaration stated: 


"Because the expression ose energy, although some of the Fathers ute 

iet sovndetb strange to the ears o some, and disquiet tbem. and since in 
same way many take offense a the expression, two energies, since iti not used 
any of the holy Fathers(on account of the fact that) we should thes be. 
mei هت‎ re وس‎ seat کت‎ ‘God the 
timing at our salvation, was willing to endure suffering. ] 
cyrus ins 1o dis Hi vi, which a epo ta Ka t i CHE 
dogma — when even tbe wicked Nestorius, although be, dividing the Inc 


403 introducing two Sons, did not veatere to maintain two wills of tbe san 
oa the contrary, taught the similar willing of the two persons assumed by. 
can, then, the orthodox, who worship oaly one Son and Lord, sdmit is 
and those mutually opposed wills?"(Mansi X:996A-C)_ 


3 St Maximus is here being careful to avoid any 

satura مت‎ ae eee eii A 
and an 

reduce to a Manichean dualism between a good God 
Later ia the Disputati i hae eae o 
the properties of the divine and of the buman aatores s 
dialectical opposition, since, if they did, human passibility | 
be the very condition of the divine impassibility and good! 
25,210. 


would by this means prove that the whole Economy of the 
Incarnation was not illusory?* 





8. PYRRHUS: But is Christ one or not? 
9. MAXIMUS: Yes, obviously He is onc. 
10.PYRRHUS: If Christ be one person, then He willed as one 


person. And if He willed as onc person, then doubtless He hath one 
will, and not two. 





11, MAXIMUS: To state something and not first to distinguish 
the different meanings of what is being said invites confusion, and 
ensures that what is under investigation remains obscure, which is 
foreign to a man of learning. Therefore, explain this to me: If 
Christ be one, is He God only, or man only, or both together, God 
and man? 








12.PYRRHUS: Obviously, God and man. 


13.MAXIMUS: Therefore, Christ existeth as God aad as man 
by nature, Then did He will as God and as man, or only as Christ? 
Mf it were Christ who willed and initiated actions, being both God 
and man, then it is clear thi being one and the same, He willed 
dually and not singly. For if Christ be nothing else apart from the 
atures from which and i which He tite Ihen Divini Hc 
willeth and ERE in a manner mee ۳1 to cacil His 


ure is capable of operai, 


ills and essential operations being equal in number to 
the natures, For just as the number of natures of the onc and the 
same Christ, correctly understood and explained, doth not divi 
‘Christ but rather preserveth the distinction of natures in the union 
solikewise the number of essential attributes, wills, and operations 
P ات‎ 





A St. Maximus seems to suggest here that his remarks have a certain 
‘thetorical character, since the end result of Monothelctism, the denial of the 
human will of Christ, is a species of Doketism, since those passages ie Holy 
Seriptares which suggest human choice would be reduced to being mere illusions. 
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attached to those two natures doth not divide Christ either. For 
throughout both of His natures there flowed the same ae TA 
purpose, to wit, our salvation. This introduceth no division "- 
forbid!-- but rather shows that they are preserved unimpaired, in. 
their entirety, even in the union. 





14.PYRRHUS: But it is impossible not to imply some "willer" 
along with the will itself. 


15.MAXIMUS: Thou didst advance this absurdity in ies 
writings as well, “proving” it not with reason, but with authority. Af 
This only Mec ی سر‎ he support 
Heraclius in the matter, for thou didst also agree with bis lawless 


and illegal mixture by confirming it with thy blessing. For if one 
suggests that a "willer" is implied in the notion of the will, 













sae superessential Godhead there is only one hypostasis, as 








Jong wits Pyrrhi ascent in purge 16 که‎ 24 la aê 
aged recipes of Mosca he oer te pelag Î) o 
pretioso wis here are tr will and 2) tbat «hat de له‎ complied 
Ii pola the Sei, Pyrrho War aet yet pl b 

<a es tata, is the Bryon or he 


that the agency of willing is the hypostasis. 


5 Heraclius, ie., Heraclius the Great(ca, $75-641), Emperor from ca, 
610-641, 1t was Heraclius’ reconquest of the provinces of Egypt, Palestine, and 
Syria which provided that political incentive behind the formulation of 
Monotheletism, for these provinces contained significant Nestorian and 
Monophysite populations who each had their own kind of Monotheletiam. 
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did Sabellius?, or that because there are three by 

à ypostases the 

also three wills, and because of this, three natures as cll aue o 
canons and definitions of the Fathers say that the 
wills implieth a distinction of tures? So said Arius! 








wla authored the beresy which bears his name. Some maintain that he was 
carly third century Roman. Others, such as St. Basil, however, describes bim as 
baing either [rom Libya or from Palestine. No doubt exists as to the teachi 
Sabellianisa, or Modalist Monarchíanism as it is som: 
‘safeguard the unity and monarchy of the Trinity, Sabellianism holds that the only 
distinction in the Godhead are simply successive operations which were ah 
performed by Oae Person who simply "acted out” different roles in Salvation 
History, appeariag in the Old Testameat in the role ö "Father". in the Economy 
‘as "Son", aad aller Peatecost as "Spirit", remaining at all timex Ose Person 
NGF" was even coined to describe this person. The 
‘Nerety is thus sometimes referred to as "Patripassianism*, since the implication 
Of this doctrine is that, in his "role" as the Soo, the Father suffered. 
























ise Our Lord exhibitied a will distinct from the Father at 
Gethsemane, Arius maintained that He was only the highest of creatures. In 
doing so, Arius accepts the principle that the faculty of will and its operations 
Are rooted in nature, but he denies that there are two natures in Christ. He thus 
confesses his own type of Monotheletism 





(Da. هو‎ commis, tet ct tay wo wis dine ot 
human, in Christ, but notably, he also does not deny their opposition. 1a his ant 
Pelagian polemic he is in fact anxious to establish their opposition in order to. 
demonstrate the overiding of the human will by the divine, thereby showing that 
Christ is the perfect example of predestination. Si. Augustine is thus 
“unequivocally a dyothelete, but with the significant difference of accepting the 
‘Opposition of wills. Again, one is forced to consider the question of whether or 
not St. Maximus, in his struggle to confess the two wills yet deny their dialectical 
opposition, was in fact also responding to the position of St. Augustine. cf. note 
10, 











to nature. 


17-MAXIMUS: If it be not possible for 
onc and the same person without opposition, 
reasoning, it is possible with opposition. And if this 
then thou hast confessed the existence of two wills, 
not differ over the number of wills, but with the 
‘opposition. So, it remains for us to discover the real 


conflict [of wills}. What dost thou say this is? The 
sin?! If thou sayest it be the natural will, and sinc 
Know that there is not otber cause of this than 
makest God the Author of the conflict [of 

sin, and if Christ be free from 





9 This is the second principle of Monotheletism, sod as can be. 
from ihe. previous diccussion(el. notes 7 and 8), the principle is 
‘exclude an interior dialecti of wills within Christ. 


10 This, along with Pyrrhus’ comments in paragraph 24, is one of tbe. 
SASS iy و‎ nota lon, because St. Maximus, if De is 10 
refute Monotheletism, must overcome the "Augustas" logie of rhe item which 
vetus Cos Ma BM A 
and therefore, some degree of natural sin. St. Maximus’ question سای‎ 
form of an opposition, not between a natural, willful human sinfulness and divine | 
virtue and grace, but of different modes of willing which take place in the 
natural will itself, that created hypostatic mode which exists "in us" and. 
created and only-begoten mode which exists “in Him". If St. Marines 
‘know of St. Augustine's writings, then this passage would seem to be not on 
convincing demonstration of this fact, but that the Confessor is concerned 
‘out some of St. Augustine's own dialectical difficulties. 
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21.MAXIMUS: Earlier we said that it is necessary for one who 
wishes to speak about the truth to distinguish precisely the 
meanings of what is being said because error arises out of 
ambiguity. Iwill therefore ask thee this: thou must say whether the 
saints, when saying that there is one will of God and the saints, 
‘mean the creative and essential will of God [itself], or whether they 





11 As bas been noted, St. Gregory the Theologian amongst others, 
moves in the milieu of the immediate aftermath of the Ecumesical Council of 
Nicea, when the Origenistic paradigm that two wi 
still Influencing, theological formulation. Conseguesily, tae es 
implicetion of Pyrrhus! remarks is à kind of heavenly, eschatological 
Mosotbeletinm, Origen’ On First Principles suggests. Origen begins by posing 
the problem of free choice from the perspective of Heaven: 








"It is certain that no living creature can be altogether inactive and 
immovable, but that it is eager for every kind of movement and for continual 
‘action and volition; and it is clear, I think, that this nature resides in ali living 
beings, Much more 





with Christ in God,’ that is, in the eternal life, there will be for us any such order 
‘or condition of existence."(I1:11:1) 





Unfortunately Origen's understanding of free choice is couched in 
terms of the dialectic of oppositions, and order for there to be free choice 
in heaven. 





“itis possible that in the many and endless periods throughout diverse 
‘tnd immeasurable ages it may either descend from the Highest good to the lowest 
‘evil or be restored from the lowest evil to the Highest good."(TII-123) 


See also the discussion on pp. 61-65 of my Free Choice in St. 
Maximus the Confessor, St Tikhon's Seminary Press. 
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zò erey 
‘mean the object of that will.!? For the will and the 
will are not the same things, just as the eye of the 
the same thing as what is being observed. The first is i 
thing, but the second is external to it. If they said 
reference to the essential will, then they should also 
saying in reference to God and the saints that the saints are 
natural i l; ey will 
contradicting themselves, for they also said 
different in essence cannot have a common will, 





22.PYRRHUS: If in our wills we differ from ourselves, or 
from cach other, and now will something and now do not will it, 
then not only shall we be of a different nature than other men -for 
we often differ with their wills-- but we shall change our own. 
any number of times as well.13 








12 Si. Maximus here introduces one of the distinctions crecial 10 the. 
understanding of his dyothelete teaching, that of “will” as a "faculy of will* 
inberent in ratio ire as one of its essential operations, and the “will” as an- 
external "object" or even "purpose". 





13 Pyrrhus” argument depends upon a “substantial” connection of, or. 
confusion between 1) the faculty of will, 2) the mature in which it iaheres, and 3) 
the object of the will. Thus, if the object of the will is ultimately and substantially 
connected with the nature of the faculty of will which will it then any change ia 
illed(ihe object of will) must imply a chenge in the nature itself. The 
“object of willis thus viewed by Pyrrhus i 
ion from the nature 














illing!4 arc not the 

and the mode of perception are not 

same, Will, like sight, is of nature. All things which have an 

- ical nature have identical abilities, But the mode of willing, 
like the mode of perception --in other words, to will to walk or to 
will not to walk, and the perception of the right hand or of the left, 

or of up or down, or the contemplation of concupiscence or of the 
“werezational principles in beings- is only a mode of the use of a power, 
of the employment of will and of perception. And the same 
distinction may be applicd to other things as well. These things 
demonstrate that have, by nature, the will to eat or not to cat, to 
Walk or not to walk. But these negatives are not applicable to the 
will as such, but only to the particular mode of willing.15 In other 
‘words, things come to pass by choices. If we assume that the things 











tement is reminiscent of the Arian argument recorded by 
jus in The First Discourse Against the Arians, 10 "How they trifle 
appears from the following questions:~"Has He free will, or has He not? is He 
kood from choice according to free will, and can He, if He will, alter, being of an 
alterable nature? or, as wood und stone, has He not His choice free to be moved. 

ind incline hither and thither?"(Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second 
Series, Volume IV, p.326) 











14 Ultimately, Pyrrhus! previous argument depends on the underlying 
presupposition of the "substantialized hypostasis” of Monophysitism, i... on the 
confusion between hypostasis and essence in favour of hypostasis which seems to 
underwrite all Monophysite systems. St. Maximus is quick to respond to this 
underlying presupposition in Pyrrhus’ previous remark by employing for Bis own 
christological purposes the Cappadocian distinction between "Principle of nature” 
and mode of its existence", Le., essence and hypostasis. The will as a faculty is 
natural, but the mode of its usage by a particular hypostasis is always unique 








1S The Confessor's language is strongly reminiscent of that of St 
‘Augustine in On the Forgiveness of Sins and Baptism 30, (Writings Against 
Pelagius, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, First Series, Volume V, pp. 
56,106,130,141) where he says: 
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created by God and willed by Him pass out 
follow that His essential and creative will, 
those things, also passetb out of existence. 


24.PYRRHUS: If thou sayest that the will is natura 
what is natural be compelled, and if thou sayest that th 
lost in fact take away all his vol 


Christ are natural, 
16 


L Tt is accordi 


The ri 
-when willing, and 


"Unless, therefore, we obtain not simply determination of wilh wh 
is freely turned in this direction and that, and has its place amongst thote natural. 
goods which a bad man may use badly; but also a good will, which bas ls place 
‘among those goods of which it is impossible to muke a bad use... Since therefor 
the will is either good or bad, and since of course we have not ELE 

id, it remains that we have of God a good will (Nic 'ost-Nie 
Fa ft ere, Vm Vt Augenies, Ping epe Pla fi 


36.) 


However, it should be noted that, whereas the Pelagian debates occur 
in a more anthropological contest, where the Trinitarian distinction between | 
essence and hypostasis, precisely because it has receded into the "x 
ges the flavor of the Pelagian controversy a more philosophical flavor. Sk 
however, makes this distinction the very fulcrum on which he hinges 
ip he has to say ia connection withthe subject of [ree choice, 











16 ris nese principle of Nonateletsm, 1 


17 Ty isa direct polemic noL only against the Origenist basis behind 
Pyrrhus? previous statement, but also against Pyrrhus’ substantial co 
between faculty of wll and object of will which made the object of will a 
necessary emanation of the natural faculty of will. M 
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would, And when willing we also inquire, examine, deliberate, 
judge, arc inclined toward, elect, impel ourselves toward, and make 
of As hath already been stated, if the rational appetite, 

ler words, willing and consideration, be proper to our nature, 

then so are deliberation, inquiry, examination, choice, judgement, 
inclination towards, election, and the impelling of ourselves toward 
{something] the natural actions of rational things, and these are not 
Sabet to compulsion. Once this is admitted, thy proposition is 
shown to be most absurd, for according to it, what is natural is also 
entirely compelled. [If one were to continue in this line of 
reasoning, then] God, Who is by nature God, by nature good, and 
‘by nature Creator, must of necessity be [not only] God and good, 
‘but also Creator To think, much less to speak, in this manner is 























is to nay, the principle that what is natural is compelled does 
not follow, for while the process of the faculty of the will is ever the same, being 
än essential property of rational natures, the hypostatic employment of Ihe will, 
that is, the mode of willing, and the objects thus willed, are differe 








19 That is, if there is no distinction between essence and will, there 
‘will be no distinction between the will and its various objects, and the objects will 
Mus be the natural and inevitable result of the former's activity. In other words, 
‘underlying Pyrrhus’ confusion of essence, essential opera 
is the Neoplatonic simplicity, which implies the whole Origenist Problematic all 
‘over again, for in the annihilation of the distinctions between hypostasis, energies 
‘and will, and essence, God's Monarchy and Crestorbooó become limiting 
definitions of the divine essence, and therefore in order always to be Father, God 
‘also always had to be Creator and Creation always had to exist: 
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blasphemous. Who then attributes necessity to God?20 
my friend, if thou wilt, the blasphemy of such a proposition! For 
one saith that the wills in Christ arc natural, and وی‎ 
fs, hec he who bas a natural will doth not have voluntary m 
"Mit necessarily follows that thins which will in a natural way have a 
- movement that is voluntary. But then God --Who is beyond bei 
- and all beings With a rational and intellectual nature and w] 
possess the faculty of will have involuntary motion, and only that 
which is without a soul and without a will have voluntary motion! 
But the blessed Cyril, in the criticisms of his Third Chapter 
Against Theodoret, released us from any further argument by 
stating, quite explicitly, that "Nothing which is natural is 
involuntary in the rational nature." It is possible for anyone that 

















"Now as one cannot be a father apart from having 
apart from holding a possession or a slave, so we cannot even call God almighty if 
there are none over whom he can exercise his power. Accordingly, to rpove that 
Gos is almighty we must assume the existence of the universe. for if anyone would 
have it that certain ages, or periods of time, or whatever he cares to call them 
elapsed during which the present creation did not erint, he would undoubtedly 
prove that in those ages or periods God was not almighty, but that he afterwards 
became almighty from the time when he began to have creatures over whom he 
could exercise power... But if there was not time when he was not almighty, there 
‘must have always existed the things in virtue of which he was almighty: and there 
must have always existed things under his sway, which own him as their 
aber (2:1, 


























And thus "it follows plainly from this, that at no time whatever was 
God not Creator, nor Benefactor, nor Providence."(I:4:3) 


20 py asking this question, St. Maxims is perhaps being rhetorical, 
trying perhaps to force Pyrrhus to acknowledge or to recall Origen by name and 
thereby unmask the root of the Monothelete difficulty. 


21 c also The Incarnation of the Only-Begotten: "He made the 
human sou! his ows, victorius over sin, colouring it, ak it were, with 
the dye of the steadfasteess and immutability of his own nature.*(Henry 
Bettensen, The Later Christian Fathers, p. 263) 
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EM rS 
9n this matter) to learn it merely by taking this y 





- One should gladly accept what has been 
inquiry. And the argument [thus far] hath shown, j 








Z7.MAXIMUS: Thou shouldst realize that thou fallest iato 
D gator because of this: thou dost seem entirely ignorant of the Tact 
that “synthetic things’ arc said in reference to the byp 
c not sai erence to some other [third kind" of] 

This is also the common doctrine of all, both oi the pagan 
philosophers, and of the teachers of the Church who are fell of 
divine knowledge. 1f thou sayest there is a synthesis of wills [into 
M Spell then thou shalt be forced to say that there is a synthesis of 





Consistent in thy position, [there must be a synthesis] of the 
Unereate and the created, of the Infinite and the finite, of the 
C Undefined and the defined, of the Immortal ind the mortal, aad of 
the incorruptible and the corruptible. Thus thou dost assent to a 
ridiculous notion. For what shall a will that is produced from two 


wills be called? For it is not possible for something syathetic to be 


e same name as its components. Long ago, to 
designate by the term “nature” [that which resulted from a synthesis 


of two] natures was heretical 22 Moreover, thou dividest Him from 

















22 cs. Anathema VIII, Filth Eeomenical Couscil(11 Constastincpie) 
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the Father by means of this composite will, for a ¢ 
characterizes only a composite nature. 


28.PYRRHUS: There is sothing, thea, which the 
‘natural properties have in common? 


29.MAXIMUS: Nothing, save only the hypostasis of the 


natures, for just as He was without in the hypostasis. 
His wo atores, vo He was wile din the aioe oats « 
aatures.23 











30.PYRRHUS: What? Do the Fathers, whose doctrines 
constitute the law, the rule, the glory, and the pride of tbe Church, ۳ 
do they not say "that from which cometh the common glory is one 
thing, and that from which cometh the commo humiliation is 
another? d 


ee 


"If anyone uses the expression ‘of two natures," confessing thay a موی‎ 
vat made of the Godhead and of the humanity, or the expression "tbe one astare 
‘made flesh of God the Wore,’ and shall not vo understand those expressions os the 
holy Fathers have taught, to wit: that of the divine aad humas nature there was 
‘made as bypostatic waron, whereof ix one Carit; but from these expressions shail 
try to introduce one nature or substance [made by a mixture] of the Godhead and 
manhood of Christ; let him be anathema. "(Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, 
Second Series, Volume XIV, p. 313) 





23 St. Maximas is quite clear on tis port, for if there were something 
other (haa the hypostasis of the eternally and Only-begotten Son and Word in 
common between tbe deity and humanity. that “something else” would also be a 
mediator bermeen God and man, and Christ would not be tbe unique Way to God. 


24 cf tne Tome of Pope St. Leo the Great, Nicene and Pomt-Nicene 
Fathers, Second Series, Vol XIV. p. 257 


"One of these truths, accepled without the other, would not profit 
to salvation, and st was equally dangerous to believe the Lord Jerus Chriat lobe. 
merely God and not man, or merely maa and not God." 
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UE e ار‎ elim 

Yo diine eqn 
` Ty, „2L MAXIMUS: That holy Father said this in reference to the 
[PVmode of the exchange of attributes. As is clear from the previous 
[statement], the exchange doth not concern one, but two, things, 
۸ and different kinds of things. According to the exchange, the 





naturally maintaincth them 











thi 2 

‘essential Word, by virtue of His humanity, had of His humanity this 
sclf-preserving power which clingeth to existence. And [in fact], 
exhibited both [aspects of this power], willing the inclination 
the drawing back on account of His [human] energy. He exhibited 
the inclination to cling to existence in the natural and innocent use 













—Sccording to the exchange, the 
natural attributes of the two parts of Christ are exchanged 
according to the ineffable union, without a change or mixture of the 
natural principles. Thus, if thou sayest that there is a common will 

the mode of exchange, then thou art really saying that there is 


Wnt one will but two wills. So, once again, thine ingenious argument 
brings thee back to the position that thou tried to avoid 


342 








32.PYRRHUS: How? Was not the flesh moved by the 
a of the Word Who is united with it?25 





33.MAXIMUS: Thou dividest Christ by talking like this! For 

Moses and David, and as many as were susceptible to the influence 

of the divine energies, were moved by His command and laid aside 
human and fleshly properties. But, following all the holy Fathers in 

this as in all things, we say: since the God of All hath Himself 
become man without change, [it followeth] that the same Person 

B iot only willed appropriately as God in His Godhead, but also 
willed appropriately as man in His humanity. For the things that 

ie to be out of nothing, and have therefore a power that 

is than to hold fast to existence, and not to non-existence, 

er] is simultaneously an inclination toward: whit 


















St. Cyril of Alexandria states that certain statements in the Holy 
Scriptures must be attributed to Christ's deity since they refer to His glory, and 
others, referring to His lowliness mast be referred 1o His humanityEpiitie 39 
1o John of Antioch) 





25 The idea of Yesh" being moved by the Word is Apollinarian both 
im language and content. For Apoliinarius the Incarnation results im "onc 
composite being and nature moved solely by one will.(Leitemas, Apottiraris 
von Laodicea und seiner Schule, texte, und Untersuchungen, p 277) 
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[Hc made] of a great many things, and the drawin 
fs buon when He drew back from the voluntary death. How 
doth the Church of God do anything absurd if She confess that, 
along with His human and created nature, there existed also in Him 
those principles inserted creatively in that nature by him, without 
which that nature could not exist? 








34.PYRRHUS: If fear be attributed to us by nature, and if this 
be a thing worthy of reproof, then according to thine opinion, things 
that are worthy of reproof, such as sin, exist in us by nature 





35. MAXIMU thou dost reason erroneously from an 
equivocation. Fear can be both proper to nature and contrary to 
nature. Fear is proper to nature when it is a force that clings to 
existence by drawing back [from what is harmful to existence]. But 
it is contrary to nature when it is an irrational dread [of something]. 
Therefore The Lord did aot have that type of fear that is contrary 
to mature[and] which exists through thoughts stemming from 




















betrayal. Rather, He ood, that which is proper to 
mature and which expresses that power, inherent in our nature, 
which holdeth fast to being, willing it for our behalf. These natural 





dris sanat mece that maa ware Na at i hs prinia 
i seca those things which will sustain its existence, amongst whieh are the 


virtues. The argument that man by nature seeks the good is Cyrillic, and 
ultimately, Platonic. 








27 Once again, the contest and terms of the debate resonate with — 
paradigms and questions that would also be appropriate in a more “Augustinian® 
and Western contest [ 
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the 
hunger and thirst, 
mode which surpasseth us, in other 
Words, voluntarily. He was truly afraid, not as we are, but 
To put it concisely: all things that are 


Age natural in Christ have both the rational principle proper to human 


ture, but à super-natural mode of existence, io oraes that both 
the {human} nature, by means of its rational Principle, and the 
Economy, by\means of its Super-natural mode of existence, might 


be believed. \ s 5 
Usp ¢ stv وت‎ 





36. PYRRHUS: In order that we may avoid further mystifying 
barpa subtleties, we should confess only that the same Pence 
both perfect God and perfect man, and avoid saying anything 
beyond this, since if one says ‘perfect’, one signifier thereby all 
matura! qualities involved in that perfection 30 


E n 


24 The allusion is to the distinction St, Masimus earlier em loyea 
between the will as such, which is natural, and the mode or willing, which is 
hypostatic. St, Maximus emphasizes the fact that Christ's hypost 
pacreated and super-essential Word, and therefore the mode 
Of the human will is not that of a ere 
Giving and eternal mode of willing, To this end he also employs tne language 
Found in many Fathers of the distinction of humanity "in Him” and "ia us" 





is that of the 





of His employment 
ated human hypostasis, but precisely that of a 


hich is experienced by a divine Person, must of necessity far surpast nay fear of 
dena walch we experience, The implications of this statement are sarting, 
Particularly for the question of Christ's temptations, for it suggests, not the 
Christ could have sinned, but precisely that by not sinning, He is the only one Who 
‘was ever truly tempted, for the moment sin begins, temptation ends. 


30 Pyrrhus, defeated by Maximus’ arguments, now returns to the 
Position originally promulgated by Sergius in the Ekthesis, that simply of 
Prohibiting any discussion on the subject. 
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37.MAXIMUS: If it be an act of reverence 
that the natures arc without the characteristic 
that vais reos Gal eid pese m 
0 with each perfection, 
thee" and before them, the Fathers, [because they] 


we should not only confess the natures but the pro} 
mature as well32 The same Person is not o 
‘perfect man, but also hath the p 


- That is to say, the same one Person is Both 
“invisible, mortal and immortal, corruptible and in 


touchable and untouchable, created and Uncreate. And a g 
way of understanding, they also - 
cun that there are two wills of onc and the same 


defining i number twi mcam 


0 that i contrast of each will one 3 
the human to the divine. For the nature of The m 
ادا مسج‎ 


restricted in any particular way. 





38.PYRRHUS: if it be not possible to say that which 
Fathers themselves say on account of the heretics’ misusing these 
expressions, then let us be satisfied with the conciliar definitions 


alone, and speak neither of one nor of two wills. 


We "i retains 

31 Te Tome of Pope St. Leo I says: "For each of the natures 
Bde e eee 
dor hause oe fore at ERE RN impair tbe form of 





32 “This one and the same Jesus Christ, tbe only-begotten Son [of 
eal mort be oseni jo 14 ۶ aE MSN MN 
y. inseparably [united], and that without the distinction of natures being 

ther the peculiar property of each nature being. 

rece an being united in one Perton and abies, ot pid or 
ere wie aerate eee 
Word, our Lord Jesus Christ...(Definition, Fourth Ecumenical Counel 
Vd Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Volume XIV, pp. 
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THE Lt de و‎ apah 


39.MAXIMUS: If we should confess merely the concili 
definitions, then we should not speak of "one incarnate nature of 
God the Word;3? ) an expression] which embraces the whole 
mystery of godliness) since it was not defined by any council. 
Nevertheless, even if one were only to confess what the Councils 
say, one would still be compelled to confess the attributes of each 
nature, and hence the wills, along with the natures. For if onc saith 
that the natural attributes, with their natural properties, exist in the 
matures of Christ, and if a will be rooted in cach nature, then thou 
art compelled to confess, together with the natures, the wills as well 
the ier natural properties. Or a Arius and 
Apollinarius, who both used the expression “one will’, were 
anathematized by the Councils --for both of them misused this 
expression to establish their own heresy, the latter trying to prove 
thereby that the flesh is consubstantial with the Word, the former 
trying to introduce the notion that the Son is different in essence 
from the Father -- then how is it possible for us to exercise 
devotion without confessing those [doctrines which are the] 
Opposite to these heresies? The Fifth Council(so that 1 may omit 























33 The famous statemeát of St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Cyril ix quite 
this expression does not imply any form of Monophysitism: 








"We do not mean ure of the Word was changes and made 
flesh or, on the other hand, that he was transformed into a complete man 
consisting of soul and body, but instead we affirm this: that the Wore 
‘substantially united to himself flesh, endowed with life and reason, in a manner 
mysterious and inconceivable, and became man, and was called ‘Son of Man" 
uniting it substantially, not merely by way of divine favour or good will... a 
though the natures joined together to form a rea 

Christ and Son coming from them — not impiyiog 
amatores was abolished through their union.. (Second Letter ro Nestorius, 
trans. Lionel R. Wickham, Oxford, p. 5, paragraph 3.) 













» wile 
For Arius and Apollinarius, the“wae hypostatie, but both drew 
differing and opposed conclusions. For Arius, Christ's will was opposed to the 
Father at Gethsemane, and therefore Christ was not God. For Apollinarios, the 
‘ill, like the soul, of the flesh was replaced in Christ by the Logos in a substantial 
onion. 
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‘THE DISPUTATION WITH PYRRHUS 


ing else) decreed in so many words that "all the definitions 
of Saints Athanasius, Basil, Gregory, and other approved doctors 
be received", and in these men the doctrine of two innate wills is 
clearly taught and handed down.35 





40. PYRRHUS: Dost thou not think that thou art confusing the 
many different senses of the term "natural will"? 


41.MAXIMUS: Excluding the deity, how many forms of life 
wouldst thou say there are? 


42.PYRHHUS: Thou sayest. 
43.MAXIMUS: There are three forms of life. 
44,PYRRHUS: Which are they? 


4 qure à deelyey” 
45. MAXIMUS: The vegetable, the sentient, and the rational. 





46.PYRRHUS: Correct. 


47.MAXIMUS: Since cach of them is distinguished from the 
others by a specific creative principal, then what is that distinctive 


and particular principle of each? 











35 cf, Fifth Ecumenical Council, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, 
‘Second Series, Volume XIV, p. 303: "We further declare that we hold fast to the 
decrees of the four Councils, and in every way follow the holy Fathers, 
Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, Gregory the Theologian, Gregory of Nyssa, Ambrose, 





Theophilus, John (Chrysostom) of Constantinople, Cyril, Augustine, Proclus, Leo — 


their writings on the true faith." 
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‘TION WITH PYRRHUS 


A5, PYRRHUS: I request that thou clarify this as well. 


49. MAXIMUS: Plants are distinguished by the property of a 
productive and growing motion, the sentient by motion caused by 


impulse, but the al by self-determination, 


SÜPYRRHUS: Thou hast fully demonstrated that the 
‘Properties of cach form of life are distinct and unconfuscd, 





51.MAXIMUS: If the property of both forms of life hath been 
Proven to be distinct and unconfused, then 1 ask again: Is not the 
nourishing, productive, and growing mation, in the case of the 
Plant, and the motion of impulse in the case of the sentient, proper 
to them by nature? 


SLPYRRHUS: Without a doubt, they are proper to them by 
nature. 


S3.MAXIMUS: Then by the same reasoning, the self- 


of Photike3 
- So, if all rational [natures | 
the faculty of will by nature, and if God the Word 
flesh which was rationally and intellectually ani thea 
became man, possessing the [human] faculty of will by virtue 
{His human) essence. And if this be so, then should the natural will 
lever] be mentioned it will be offensive to the cars, not of the 
devout, but of hereties!37 —- 


56.PYRRHUS: That the wills of Christ are natural 1 am 
already persuaded from what hath been said previously, mor dol — 


demand any further proof regarding this matter. the h 
been demonstrated, not only with the testimonies of those who 


the wncreate[oature], and the created [vill] to the crea i 
And I am persuaded that one will cannot be digested into another, - 2 
ی‎ 
the ires, are without beginning in the one case and a work in the - 
Uncreate, the other, created; one maketh, the other is 
¢ is uncircumscribed, the other, limited; one deifietb, and. 1 
the other is deified. But there are still some in 





determinative motion [is one of the principles] in the tational 





Jnature]. 


54.PYRRHUS: This teaching on the principles thou must 
supply as well. 


55.MAXIMUS: If sclf-determination be proper by nature to 
rational natures, then every rational creature is by nature a 
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place the natural wills in opposition [to each other] and who thus — 





36 Diadochus of Photike(d. ca, 470): Little comparitively is koowa of 
Disdocher He was bishop of Photike, and one of the opponents of 
Mosophysitism at Chalcedon. Few of his works survive 


37 si. Maximus is referring to the position adopted by Pyrrhus in his 
Typos. 
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‘maintain that the Fathers said that the Lord bad a buman will by 
appropriation [only]. 


ST.MAXIMUS: Since thou wast thyself the author of this 
wondrous and resplendent doctrine, then what hind of 
"appropriation" didst thou mean? The essential, by which cach of 
‘the two natures hath the natural attributes which belong to it? Or 
‘the relative, by which we appropriate in a friendly manner 
something otherwise foreign to us, neither suffering nor effecting 
any of these things of ourselves? 


S8.PYRRHUS: It is plain that the relative appropriation is 
meant. 





159.MAXIMUS: So then, this hath already been proven to be 

absurd. But it would be more reasonable to examine more exactly 

whether man is by mature a being that wills, or not — For once 

‘having proven this, the blasphemy of this kind of heresy will be 
۳ 


60.PYRRHUS: H thou wilt, let us examine this. 


61.MAXIMUS: Not only those who have examined the nature 
lof things] with their reason, and thus who have surpassed the 
multitude, but the usage of the uneducated hath also affirmed that 
‘what is natural is not taught. So, if natural things be not acquired 
through teaching, then we have will without having acquired it or 








38 The reference is to what appears to have been a variation of 
Monotheletism within the Byzantine capital. If one accepts the observations of 
Lethel in Theologie de la Agonie du Christ, its basic tenets were that, having 


‘acknowledged the will as bypostatic, and therefore maintaining that there was 
“swaccount for Christ's words at Gethsemane, and thus the will was appropriated 
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THE DISPUTATION WITH FYRRHUS. 








irrational beings, and moveth in man by virtue of his own 
then men is by nature a being endowed with will. And again: if 
was made after the image of the blessed and 

Godhead, and if the divine nature be self-determined, then he is’ 
nature endowed with free will. For it hath been stated 

the Fathers defined the will ai ination. 

really cxistetb in all men, Tt is not the case that Wcxisteth in some 
men and doth mot in others, for what is observed in all [mea] 
generally characterizes the mature of all the individuals im that. 
{general category]. Consequently, man by nature possesseth the 
faculty of will 








62.PYRRHUS: It hath been fully demonstrated that man by 
nature hath the faculty of will. 


63 MAXIMUS: Having proven this, then let us examine, as we 
previously proposed to do, the absurdity of their proposition. 





64.PYRRHUS: Very well. 


65.MAXIMUS: If man hath ‘the faculty of will by nature, as 
hath just been demonstrated, and if they yet maintain that 
hath the human will only by mere appropriation of it, 
necessary for these people to be consistent and to say that His other 
Tate asa 





Tr follows that the whole mystery of the Economy must be assu 


a 





. fo be an illusion. Furthermore, if the decree of Sergius 
 snathematized aot just those who explained how there are two 
- Wills, but simply those who say there are two wills, aotwithstanding 
nk San agape ape emerge 


erroncously, that there are two wills by appropriation must, by the 
same token, say that there arc two persons [by appropriation as 
well]. And who was it that could tolerate the division of the one 
Person [of Christ] into two persans?42 


66.PYRRHUS: Why, did aot the Fathers say chat Christ 
formed our will in Himself? 


67. MAXIMUS: Yes, they did. 





3P lusion: The argument i chat the Monothefetinm reduces 
ultimately 10 a form af Dowetinm af ihe most extreme bind. lor ihe principle caat 
20 astue can exist witbowt ite cational prracıples Thus, if Cartas aas 00 numan 
will, He did aot truly become mae. 


M Sergius’s Ehrhesis prakibited any discussion of one or of wwo wilis, 
and (hus even the idea ibat Christ had oniy ane «nli ıs proscribed and ander (ne 
somthems of the Zèraesie 


47 Sh Maximus Aas returned io comuder (ne grincrpie ibar The Will a 
 Hyposiatic* from the standpoint of (be sonos of weme of ‘he Monotheletes (nat 
the will was appropriated. If the will i» a feature of, or “mored in” و۱‎ 
‘thea Christ, if He appropriated » nemen will, sio epproprated » numan 
aypostana. 


= 3 Perhaps this is another rhetorical question, for ı1 was precisely 
| Nemonus who, according :o St Cyril of Alezandria, maimtauned that God the 
| Word did nor necome man, Dut assumed, or appropriated, a man. 


the latter is also, and if the latter be false the: 


70.PYRRHUS: So, when they said that He formed 
Himself, they were referring to what appertaineth to Hi 


aatuse? 


T1. MAXIMUS: Yes, they were, 


72.PYRRHUS: How canst thou say this? 








 THEDISPUTATION WITH PYRRHUS 


‘nigh unto God, the Author and Finisher of our salvation no 
Tonger willing anything apart from that which He willeth. 45 





74.PYRRHUS: But those [who confess only one will] do not 
do so from an evil disposition or cunning, but only mean thereby to 
express the highest union. 


TS. MAXIMUS: If this be conceded to the Severans,#® then, 

‘advantage of this concession, they will say, not unreasonably, 

"We do not say "onc nature’ from an evil disposition or cunning, but 
because we wish, just as you do by the expression ‘one wi 

manifest the Supreme Union (of God and man in Christ.” 47 For 














M Hebrews 12:2 


45 For St. Maximus, Our Lord manifests Himself as the Avihor, 
Finisher, and Pattern of our salvation at Gethsemane precisely because He 
voluntarily submits the human will, by a human act of will, to the Father. 





6 The *Severaas” is the Confessor's standard term of reference for 
‘the Monophysites. 


A The attitude of St. Maximus is in clear contradiction to that found 
dm the recent study Does Chalced. or Unite?: Towards 
Convergence in Orthodox. Christology. There, in the "Agreed Statements" 
eld between Orthodox and the so-called ‘oriental"(ic., Nestorian and 
Monophysite) churches at the Third Unofficial Consultation in Geneva, 
Switzerland, 16-21 August, 1970, a distinction is drawn between "the doctria: 
definitions and canonical legislations of a Council, but also between the true 
intention of the dogmatic definition of a Council and the particular terminology 
‘in which it is expressed, which latter has less authority than the inteation."(Does 
Chalcedon Divide or Unite?, World Council of Churches, 1981. p. 10) 
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THE DISPUTATION WITH FYRRHUS. 





those who say what thou hast just said lend weapons to them that 
oppose them, after the manner of David and Goliath." Observe! 
‘They who state that there is only one will agree with them both 

though and speech! Nevertheless, this “one will", what 40 
choose to call it? It is only right that they should furnish some term 
fori 





76.PYRRHUS: They say that this is a gnomic [will]. q 





TI.MAXIMUS: So, if it be a gnomic will, it is derived from 
prior gnomic, and if it be so received, then that gnomie, as the — | 
original from which it is derived, is an essence. 





oOo کک‎ 


Tri worth recalling that St. Cyril initially does not use the term physi 
with the precision of the Antiochenes, but that he does subsequently move in this 
by accepting the formula of union. It might be argued in favor of the 
St John of Damascus does not refer to the Monophysite as 
herectics but only as schismatics. However, St. Maximus is quite clear in calling. 
Monophysitisn a heresy. This is because Monophysitism, in its Severo form, — 
aMempis to confess “rwo operations" without the underlying natures, a — | 
metaphysical impossibility. The Confessor is quite explicit in his accusations 
against Severus. According to the Confessor, Severus’ error is twofold: 1) he. 
confuses hypostasis and nature and nevertheless calls the properties of each 
ture a realty existent thing(Opuscule 2, PG 91: 40C); and 2) that the attempt 
thus to distinguish two natural properties without their underlying natures ix in 
fact ‘a real confusion of the real verities in Christ" Opuscule 2, PG MA) A 
little later on, referring both to Nestorius and Severus, the Coafesxor seeme to 
interpret their "intentions" somewhat differently than the Geneva consultation: 
“Truly, this is a pair of evil an4 law-breaking men who would thus insanely and 
‘wickedly transgress the truth of correct dogmas in opposite [ways]."(Opuscute 2, 
PG44AB) 


























48 1 Kisgs(III Rings) 17 


49 ‘they’: i.e., the Monophysites. St, Maximus has thus perceived that 
‘the root of the heresy of Monotheletism is that of Monophysititm. 





29 


THE DISPUTATION WITH PYRRHUS. 





78.PYRRHUS: The gnomic is not an essence. 86.PYRRHUS: I would regard this as a. 
of the patristic definition. 
79.MAXIMUS: It is be not an essence, then it must be a 
quality. So, a quality is discovered that hath its cxistence from WI.MAXIMUS: Af this interpretation of the pa 
another quality, which 





impossible. What then do they now say be correct, then in the first place it is not p 
{appropriated will] is a gnomic will, for how is it po 


the gnomie is? 


to proceed from a will?! Thus, those who say that 
gnomic in Christ, as this 





80.PYRRHUS: The gnomic is nothing else than the very thing that he 
which the blessed Cyril defined as "the mode of Tenes der ign 


something which is doubtful, not concerning what is 


doubt.5? By nature we have ctite simply for what 
8I.MAXIMUS: Dost thou maintain that a good or evil mode of the go 


of life is by choice or not? $f EriYopis 


82.PYRRHUS: By choice, obviously. 








0209 obt » 


20 heyor qw 
483.MAXIMUS: Do we choose for ourselves, voluntarily and 
deliberately? Or involuntarily and without deliberation? ۱ 





34. PYRRHUS: Obviously, voluntarily and deliberately 


mr —O‏ مسر 

85. MAXIMUS: So then, the gnomic is nothing else than an act and gnomic) come from another mode of willing(tBe divine)? — 

ng i licular way, in relation to some real or assumed m 

mood? 52 The dialectic of good and evil, oF of “more” or "Ies" good - 
Introduced hesitation into the process of willing, and thus, deliberation and 
hesitation over choices to be made is only made over things of uncertain outcome. 


















۳ 
50 -Real or assumed good": The conception is referred to at much S3 This is the most precise definition that St, Maximus gives to | 
greater length inthe Opusculum Theologicum et Polemicum 1 and gnomic vili it is that mode of willing wbich is aot simply proper tothe 
tomes from Aristotle via Nemesius(ef. my Free Choice in St. Maximus the hypostasis as such, utto that category of hypostasis whose mode of 
Confessor, pp. 99-109). The term was used exclusively of the created human always involve natural processes of doubt and hesitation, and which | 


mode of willing which always implies a hesitation before courses of action which, 
as 4 result of the Dialectic of Oppositions introduced at the Fal 
not as distinct und equally good alternatives, but as a "more" or “I 





must filly be ascribed "to us", It is a mode of the mode of 
the human hypostasis, and connoting to some extent the habitual ı 
the human hypostasis employs its natural will. 
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EM 
innumerable times.5* But the humanity of Christ 
Subsist [in a manner] similar to us, but divinely, for 


He Who appeercd in the flesh for our sakes was God. It is thus not 
Christ had a gnomic will. For the Same had 
lvinely, and thus naturally hath an 
تس‎ Gia goed, od a drawing away from evil, just as Basil, 
‘the great cye of the Church, said when explaining the interpretati 
Of the forty-fourth Psalm: "By the same linc of interpret: 
Isaiah said the same thing: "Before the child knew or advanced in 
‘evil, he chose the good’, because he also said "before the child 
knows good and to refuse evil, He chose the good.’ For the word 
"before" indicates that He bad by nature what is good, not inquiring 
and deliberating as we do, but because He sul i 
virtue of His very being."55 


88.PYRRHUS: Virtues, then, 











89.MAXIMUS: Yes, natural things, 


90.PYRRHUS: If they be natural things, why do they not exist 
in all men equally, since all men have an identical nature? 


91.MAXIMUS: But they do exist equally in all men because of 
the identical nature! 





54 Notably, this was precisely a previous argument advanced by 
Pyrrhus(cf. paragraph 22). It is important to realize in this connection, however, 
‘that St. Maximus" response to Monothetetism 
precisely by providing a place in his doctrine ar 





mot merely one-sided, for 
terminology for that particular 
€., the connection between will 
it with the equal truth that the will is rooted in 
‘nature, he has avoided the opposite trap of Nestorianism, 










55 Isaiah 7:10 
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92.PYRRHUS: Then why is there such a great « 
virtues] in us? 





94.PYRRHUS: If virtue be something natural [to us], and if 
what is natural to us existeth not through asceticism but by reason 
of our creation, then why is it that we acquire the virtues, which are. 
natural, with asceticism and labours? 











95.MAXIMUS: Asceticism, and the toils that go with it, was 
devised simply in order to ward off deception, which established 


itself through sensory perception. It is not [as if] the virtues have 
newly introduced from cai Tory ee TR ‘or they inherc im us 

creation, as hath alrea sai fore, when 

tena expelled, the soul immediately exhibits the aplendor of‏ موس 


56 This is a key to the spiritual teaching of the Confessor. In the 
Gnostic Chapters, Sh, be speaks of the "well-ordered cosmos of virtues". These, 








57 This, along with Pyrrhus remarks in paragraph 34, is yet another 
example of the resonances of Augustine which seem constantly to hover in the 
background of the Disputation. The implications of St, Maximus’ remarks would 
be clearly to deny any notion of a "sin nature" or of 4"chaihcter" or grace which is 
introduced into man from outside his nature, both of which are positions that 


‘arose later in the Christian West as implications of its received Augustinism, Tr 
would be difficult to believe that St. Maximus, living as he did For a long period in 
North Africa, could have remained ignorant of the character aud writings of. 
North Africa's most illustrious Latin father much less have failed io respond in 
some degree to them. 
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۱۵ he that is not unrighteousness is a righteous man 
Reason, in a natural state, is prudence; the faculty of judgement, in 
Contural state, is justice; anger, is courage; desire, temperance 
tly, with the removal of thi 
ure only the things proper to nature are manifest. Just me bon 
rust is removed the natural clarity and glint of iron [arc manifest). 


96.PYRRHUS: Hence, those [Fathers] who say that there was 
A gnomic will in Christ greatly blaspheme. 


ST-MAXIMUS: But let us not overlook the fact that the term 
jBnomic’ hath many different meanings ia the Holy Scriptures and 
in the Holy Fathers, as is clear to any who read them with care 
Sometimes this same [term] meancth advice and opinion, as when 
the Apostle (St. Paul] saith ‘now concerning virgins I bave so 
commandment of the Lord, yet 1 give my opinion.58 And 
Sometimes it meaneth counsel, as when the blessed David saith 
‘They have taken crafty counsel against thy people. And 
[sometimes] it is used to mean decree, as when Daniel, great 
Amongst the prophets, saith that "the shameless decree issued forth 
from the King's person."69 And sometimes it meaneth belief or 
faith, or viewpoint, as when Gregory the Theologian saith in his 
first oration On rhe Son "but since to rebuke others is a matter of 
no difficulty whatsoever but a very casy thing, which anyone who 
likes may do, and whereas to substitute one's owa belief for theirs ix 
the part of a pious and intelligent .مهو‎ And briefly, so as not to 


E 











581 Cor 7:25 
59 Psatm 83:3 
50 Daniel 2:13 


Gregory the Theologian(Nazianzus), Theological Oration,‏ بولگ 
I, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Volume VIL, p. 301.‏ 
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have to go through all. the meanings proper to that term one by 
pillag them ior eae 1 have discovered twenty-eight oa 
the word "gnomic" in the Holy Scriptures and in the Holy 
[Goomie] doth not have an unvarying general or meaning. 
Its sense is rather determined by the context. Because of this, it is 
impossible to determine only one meaning forthe term, 


98.PYRRHUS: Then how is it possible for an indefinite term 
with so many meanings to be indicative of some one thing? = 


2. 
99,MAXIMUS: In order to make morc explicit tbe shameful 
ature of this heresy, let us examine another similar proposition. 


100. PYRRHUS: If thou wilt, then let us examine it. 


101. MAXIMUS: Those Sio بت وه‎ Micro HORS ME, 
nether it be freely-choosing, or gaomic, or 
Vhatérer else they id to cali it (for we wil act sea aE E 
nuit say مات دس سای تم اقب ری‎ Dadra 
analysis, regardless of which one they choose, they will still say 
it is natural, since cach of co oe SR eres 
to avoi ing inctions, they ı 
pica pibe by the use of Saco eae Loa 
in this li i], if they say that 
E تست‎ 
say tbat,this will is angelic, then they regard Him Ag r^ 
mor buman, but as an angelic nature. And if they say 
human, then they proffer us a mere man subject to compulsion. 





1d. EYRRHUS: Whon thoy Exit s e n. 
ies they say that the will is neither gnomi 
per it existeth in us by reason of an aptitude. g UTHOSL omm ۳ 
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ERO] Ses 
103. MAXIMUS: Doth this aptitude exist in us by 
mature, or not by nature? 


104. PYRRHUS: By nature. 


105. MAXIMUS: Then once again, according to the 
principles of rational analysis, they shall be forced to say that thc. 
will is natural and they shall have gained nothing by speaking in this 
roundabout manner. And since aptitude producelb, through 
experience, a disposition and an execution of intention [in 
accordance with that disposition), then Christ also had, according 
to them, a habit of will? and an execution of intention acquired 
through experience, and He [therefore] advanced through 
ignorance before learning whatever He learat. Why, then, do they 
reject Nestorius, yet firmly embrace his words and ideas? [It is] 
rather [the case] that those who say "one will” vindicate [his 
teachings], for their Ekthesis testifieth, advocateth, and decreeth 
“one will”, which is [exactly] what Nestorius advocated: the doctrine 
of one will in two persons was invented by him. 














106. Furthermore, those who have rejected the 
Proposition that the will is natural must say cithcr that it is 
hypostatic or contrary to nature. but if they say it is bypostatic, 
then the Son shall have a different will than the Father, for a 
characteristic of any given hypostasis characterizeth only that 
[particular] hypostasis.9 But if they [say the will is] contrary to 
nature, then they make Him destroy His own essence, since things 
contrary to nature destroy what is natural. 











107. But 1 will gladly question them on this as well: doth 
the God and Father of all will as Father, or as God? But if He 
Willeth as Father then His will is different from the will of the Son, 











62 The doctrine of a habit of will is suggestive, once again, of St 
Augustine. 


3 1n this St. Maximus clearly follows the triadological doctrine of the 
 Cappadocian Fathers. 
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for the Father is not the Son. But if He willeth as God, and the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost, are God as well, then they must affirm that the 
[a property] of nature, in other words, natural, 


108. Further, if the will be one, then, according to the 
teachings of the Fathers, the essence is one. So, if there be one will 
of the Godhead and humanity of Christ, then they are compelled to 
say that there is one and the same essence. How then, being so 
impious, can they follow the Fathers? 


109. And again, if wherever there be one will there be no 
evident distinction of natures, then those who say that there is one 
will perforce do not make a distinction of matures in Christ. 
Conversely, they that affirm a distinction of natures do aot affirm. 
onc will, provided that they observe the norms of the Fathers, 


110. And again, if according to the same teachers, the 
two natures cannot both have the same will, then they must either 
admit that the two natures cannot have the same will in common, or 
else, if they say this, then they must oppose the rules and decisions 
of the Fathers. 





111. PYRRHUS: Thou hast demonstrated with clarity 
and concision that their impious opinion entangles them in every 
manner of contradiction. But what are we to say when they attempt 
to prove their propositions from the Fathers? 








m. MAXIMUS: Certainly if they wish to call "Fathers" 
those who introduce division or confusion into the supernatural. 
Economy, they are welcome to do so. For both groups® affirm one 
will, even though their [respective] positions are diametrically 






64 i.e., Nestorians and Monophysites. 
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Opposed.65 But if they are referring to the Fathers of the Church, 
We shall not allow them to say such a thing, because [the Fathers} 
Proved many notable things, so that we may discern those who bring 
Accusations against Christ God. So, by means of what expression 
canst thou clearly demonstrate this complete destruction of the 
‘mystery of the Incarnation? We [for our part] have a defense, in 
that we revere the Fathers in all things, 


113. PYRRHUS: Why then doth Gregory the 
Theologian say "The will of that Man no one regards as supposed to 
God, since it was wholly deified?" Is this not opposed [to the 
notion that He had] two wills? 





na. MAXIMUS: By no means. on the contrary, it is 
more clear evidence of the duality of wills, and of all the other 
natural [properties]. 


15. PYRRHUS: How canst thou say this? 









555 et. Opuscute 
Confessor's point is that the Nestorians maint 
divine "Word" and the man *. inited in presenting one "aspect" (or “person") 
of union: "Christ", This union is effected by the will of each underlying person 
cooperating in one object of will, ie. man's salvation, Thus, Nestorianism 
might be characterized as a kind of split personality, the only union being simply 
in object of will. 1a this, Nestorianism is Monothelete, both because ii roots will 
ia person, and because there is one object of will which results from the contract. 
between the two underlying persons who agree to it. Converely, Monophysitium 
land Monotheletism root the will in hypostasis, but maintain that there is only one 
mature or hypostasis respectively, and thus only one will. The two positions th 
bear superficial resemblances to each other, yet in reality they are “diamateically 


opposed. 


47 above. Basically, 
that there are two persons 





















66 si. Gregory The Theologian, Third Oration: On the Son, XII, 
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Volume VII, p. 313. 
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116, MAXIMUS: When one saith 
presupposcth that which burns and that which is 

Saith “cool” one presupposes that which is made cool. 

cooleth; when one speaketh of walking one presupposeth a walke 
and [the space] in which one walkcth; when one saith p 
Presupposcth that which is seen and a seer; when one sa 
“conception” one presupposcth that which is thought and a 

for it is not possible to know or to talk about a relati 

distingui: the thing t are related. So it is appropriate 
distinguish that which is deified and that which deifieth. 


lw. 


both cases this father used the same word 
"deification". 











117. PYRRHUS: This expression of the Fathers hath 
been shown to be altogether compatible with [the doctrine of] two 
wills, but it is also necessary to prove that Gregory of Nyssa agreeth 
with him. For they argue that he regarded the will as oue, from the 
fact that he saith "The soul [of Christ] wills, the body [of the sick 
man] is touched, and on account of both the sickness flees," They 
maintain that this father said that the soul of the Lord willed with 
the divine will of the Godhead which was united with it by 
hypostasis. 





118. _ MAXIMUS: Then by the same [kind of argument} 
the body might be said to have been touched with a divine touch, 





57 si. Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eun 


as, 113, Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Volume V, p. 127: 


—- 


“We might cite many passages of Scripture to support such a 
showing how the Lord, reconciling the world to Himself by the Humani 
Christ, apportioned His work of benevolence to men between His soul and | 
body, willing through the soul and touching them through His body," 
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119. PYRRHUS: Thou hast completely and concisely 
demonstrated the blasphemy of such an interpretation [of Gregory 
of Nyssa]. But what shall we say concerning the quotations from 
the great Athanasius to which they refer? For example: "the mind 
‘of the Lord is not actually the Lord, but it is will, choice, or 
‘operation directed to a particular object."9 


120. MAXIMUS: This too they adduce against 
themselves, for the true doctrine everywhere utilizeth their own 
arguments to refute what they themselves say. For truth is never s0 
impoverished as to necd to employ its owa weapons against its 
‘opponent. If according to this father the "mind of the Lord is not 
actually the Lord” then doubtless His mind is something clse than 
the Lord altogether, that is to say, the mind of the Lord is not by 
nature Lord, nor God. It is believed that it was made His own as 
regards the hypostasis, and this is evident from what follows: "It is 
will, choice, or operation directed to a particular object Io 
reference to this point, [Athanasins] is utilizing the rule of Clement 
the philosopher of philosophers, in the sixth of the S¢romareis (hat 

fined the will as a mind desiring something, and purpose as a 
reasonable desire, or a will directed to some particular object. The. 
phrase "operation with reference to some thing’, however the 

i emj in all His divi, " 
use of the rational and intellectual soul hypostatically united to 


Him. 

















121: PYRRHUS: Indeed, in the very arguments 


whereby they imagine they can refute the true faith, they 
‘themselves are refuted without knowing it. But it is necessary to 





58 St. Athanasius, On the Incarnation of the Word, 
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examine another expression which they adduce from this father, 
as not to leave them any pretext for denying the truth. * 


BIDS MAXIMUS: Which one is that? Iam not familiar - 
with it. 


123, PYRRHUS: The onc in which that umm 
saith: "he was born from a woman, having raised uj the 
form of man from the first creation, without carnal wills and human 
thoughts, in an image of newness. For the will is of the Godhead 








124 MAXIMUS: This is self-explanatory, It is not 
necessary to seek the aid of the principles of interpretation. 





125. PYRRHUS: How, then can they interpret it in 
[such a] questionable manner? 





126. MAXIMUS: Out of much ignorance. For it is 
obvious to everyone, unless the cye of one's soul is completely 
blind, that it was not said in reference to the natural principle, but 





concerning the mode of existence 5 

went over this point thoroughly, wishing to show that the 
Incarsation was the work of the divine will alone, of the good 
pleasure of the Father, the Son accomplishing it in Himself, and the 
Holy Spirit cooperating,” and [that it] is not the work of the carnal 
motion and of human thoughts, in other words, [the work] of the 


sexual union of marriage. For the God of all, having become man, 











9 There is no record of thi the Stromareis of Clement. 
g 
70 These are the three modes of willing of the divine will of the 
Trinity. The formulation is that of St. Sophronius of Jerusalem. a 
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perfect and immutable 
ure, Rather, He altered the mode lof its 
Say, its conception by means of seed, and the 
birth." Thus the godly-mi 
ins denied the principles of 
natures] that bad been united [im Him], but ie sonca donc 
with the Evangelists, apostles, and Prophets, said that our Lord 
Jesus Christ, for our salvation, possessed that will and activity 
‘Proper to each of His natures, 


127. PYRRHUS: Is it possible to prove this from the 
Old and New Testaments? 


128. MAXIMUS: Of course it is, for the Fathers were 
not moved by their own opinions. Rather, having learned from 
them, they taught this to us as well, out of their love for man. For it 
‘was not they who were speaking, but the grace of the Spirit which 
completely interpenetrated them. 





129. PYRRHU ¢ thou, in an imitation of the 
divine goodness, hast made it thine intention to benefit us, and hast 
given thyself to the labor of this inquiry, do not draw back, but 
instruct us about this point as well. 





130, MAXIMUS: In the Holy Gospels it is said of the 
Lord that "one the day following, Jesus would go forth into 
Galilee.72 So, as it is apparent that He willed to come there, 
inasmuch as He was not already there, then it is obvious that He 
‘Was "not there" according to His humanity, for His Godhead was 
absent from no place. Consequently, He willed to come into that 





Tet. Thetogical and Potemicat Works, Opuscule 4, PGAYAS. 
72 5 John 1:43 
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place as man, and not as God. And therefore H 
which is proper to man. And elsewhere 
am, these may be also."7 If Christ, as God, | 
God He is not in any place, and if it be 
nature should be beyond place, then He 
[naturc] which He is as man, in order that 
be also." Therefore, He possesscth the will 


And elsewhere again: “Ai 

And they gave Him wine mixed 
it, He would not drink." Of which part of Him is it said that 
thirsted? If the Godhead, then His Godhead is subject to 
by reason of its desiring drink ín a manner contrary to its 
ature. If the humanity, then according to that nature with 
He thirsted He also willed not to drink that which was not fit 
[that] nature [to drink]. » 


132. And elsewhere again it saith: “And Jesus walked ia 
Galilee, for He would not walk in Jewry, because the Jews sought to 
kill him.*75 1f the act of walking is in the nature of the flesh, and 
not in [that of] the Godhead which is united hypostatically to it, 
then the same Person willed by that which He was as man, and as 
man He willed to walk in Galilee, and willed not to walk in Judea, 
and therefoxe He possesseth the faculty of will proper to that 
humanity. 


133. And elsewhere again, "And they departed thence, 
and passed through Galilee, and He would not that any man should 
know ۱۱7۴ It is generally agreed that journeying is to 

ot to His deity. if ourncytag We la 


Christ's buman 


















73 sı. Jona 17:24 

74 si. Matthew 27:34 
75 St. Joha 7:1 

76 St. Mark 9:30 
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‘be proper to that which He was as man, but not proper to that which 
‘He was as God, then it was as man that He would "that no man 
should know." Therefore He possessed the faculty of will proper to 
‘that which He was as man. 


134. And yet elsewhere: "And from then He arose, and 
went into the borders of Tyre and Sidon, and entered into an house, 
‘and would have no man know it, but He could not be hid.77 1f 
Christ as God was self-existing power, and as man was weakness -- 
ine apostles, "from weakness, 
— then the "coming into a 
house” and His willing "that no man should know it’ and 
furthermore, his inability to escape detection were proper to that 
which he was as man, and not to His godhead. Hence tbe same 
Person possessed that faculty of will proper to that which He was as 
man. And elsewhere again it saith "about the fourth watch of the 
night, He cometh to them, walking upon the sea, and would have 
passed by them."7 If onc understands this to be said in reference 
to His deity, then one is obliged to say that the Godhead is 
circumscribed by bodily limits, by "above" and "below", "before" and 
"after", "right" and "left." Conversely, if these things be said of Him 
as mas, then the same Person possessed the faculty of will proper to 
‘His humanity. 





135, And yet elsewhere it saith "and the disciples said 
unto Him saying, Where wilt thou have us go and prepare for you to 
eat the passover?"9? If the food of the Passover be one of the 
things commanded by the law, and the Lord was subject to the Law 
üs man and not as God, then He willed to eat the Passover in His 
humanity and therefore possessed that faculty of will proper to that 
which He was as man. 





TH si Mark 7:24 
78 tt Corinthians 13:4 
79 sc Mark 6:48 
BO st Mark 14:12 
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136. And the divine apostle, in the epistle to the 
Hebrews, saith of Him that "He became obedient unto death, even 
the death of the cross."#! So, did He obey willingly, or unwillingly? 
If “unwillingly” then it is reasonable to say that [He was] not [really] 
obedient [at all, but subject to compulsion}, which 

ingly" then He became obedient, not in His deity, bul 
humanity, for "neither obedience nor disobedience are proper to 
the deity, according to the Fathers. For these things are 
appropriate to those in an inferior position, and under subjection,” 
as the divine Gregory saith. Thus He possesseth that faculty of 
will proper to humanity. 














137. And the blessed David saith in the thirty-ninth 
Psalm: "Sacrifice and offering thou didst not desire, but a body hast 
thou prepared for me. Burnt offering and sin offering thou hast not 
required. Then said با‎ lo, I come. In the volume of the book it is 
written for me, 1 delight to do thy will, O my God." On the one 
hand, the Father was Christ's God according to the humanity and. 
not according to His deity, just as He is Christ's Father according to 
His deity and not according to that which He. 
delights to do the will of the Father, not according. 
according to His humanity, for the Father's will is also His will, 
since He is also God by essence. And if this be so, then as God He 
not only possessed a will consubstantial with the Father, but as man 
He also possessed a will consubstantial with us. 




















138. We should also observe that the divine apostle 
applies the words just cited from the Psalm to the Lord in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews. The great Moses, in the account of the 
creation of man, introduced God as saying "Let us make man ìn our 





81 pyilippians 





jt. Maximus has misquoted the reference, 


82 s1. Gregory of Nazianzus: Fourth Theological Oration(tecond 
Oration on the Son), 6: "In His character of the Word He was neither obedient 
nor disobedient. For such expressions belong to servants, and inferiors..". 
(Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Volume VII, p. 311.) 





83 Palm 40:6-7 
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image and after our likeness." If man be the image of the divine 
‘ature, and the divine nature be sclf-determining, then so is the 
image; since the image preserveth its likeness to the archetype, it 
too must be self-determining by nature. And if Christ is become 
both the archetype and the image by nature, then the same Person, 
subsisting in both His natures possesseth also the will proper to 
both natures. For it hath been demonstrated previously out of the 
Fathers that the will is the self-determination proper to [a rational] 
mature. 


139, And it is necessary to realize that the term “self- 
determination", as well as the term "nature", is used in different 
senses when referring to God, when referring to man, and when 
referring to angels. It is used of God super-esscatially, and of 
angels to denote the convergence between intention and habit 
without any intervening interval of time. But in men there is such 
an interval of time. For if Adam when willing bad obeyed, or while 
willing, considered, and after willing ate, then the faculty of will is 
the first thing in us that became subject to passion. So, if according 
o them the Word when He became incarnate did aot have this 
{faculty of will] along with the nature, thea I shall never be set free 
from sin. And if | cannot be freed from sin, then I have not been 
saved, since what is not assumed is not healed. fS 





Genesis 1:26 


85 St. Maximus employe the “soteriolopieal paradigm” of St. Gregory 
Nazianzos: 


"Il anyone has put bis trust ia Him as a Man without a boman mind, be 
is ceally bereft of mind, and quite unworthy of salvation. For that which He has 
mot assumed He bas not healed; but that which is eaited to His Godhead is also 
saved. If only half Adam fell, thea that which Christ assumes and saves may be 
half also; but if tbe whole of his nature fell, it must be united to the whole nature. 
of Him that was begotteo, and so be saved as a whole. "(Letter 101, Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Volume VII, p. 440) 
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f So much then for the that 

incarnata is ty store cedere e V e eee ee 
this from the following. Our Lord and God Himself, em 
Truth, saith of Himself ia the Gospels, "O Jerusalem, 

thou that killest the prophets, and stooest them which are 

thee, How often would I have gathered thy children t 

hea gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye 
eur bouse is left unto you )سامععک‎ 84 

say this of His humanity, since He had [only recently} 

but of His deity, indicating tbe mamifold modes of 
providence towards man, whereby He willed to. 

nature from its former error, but it did not consent, 


- And again it saith elsewhere: "For as 
raiseth up the dead, and qui 


Thus the Saviour taught us that just as the Father, being 
life to the dead by His will, so also the Son, being of i 
essence and will with the Father, giveth life to whom. 





St Mazimes' point is that if Christ had ao human wilt then salvation: 
‘would be denied to ihai portion of human nature which, being the root of the Fall — 
Brough Adam's gnomic misuse of it aad thus subject lo the ensuing corruption of 
humas nature, was most in need of salvation. < 
— 


36 St. Matthew 23:37, St, Lake 1334 
S si John 5:21 
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THE DISPUTATION WITH FYRRHUS 


are the dogmas of the Evangelists, Apostles, and Prophets. So what 
‘greater proof that He hath the faculty of will proper both to His 
deity and to His humanity could there be than this? 


M3. PYRRHUS: Nothing could be clearer than this 
proof that the wills are natural. How them could Vigilius, the 
bishop at that time presiding over the Roman Church, accept that 
Libellus issued by Menas at the imperial capital and shown to him 
at the imperial council chamber, and which said that Christ had one 
will 








344. — MAXIMUS: I am shocked at how, though thou art 
و‎ Patriarch, thou darest to tell lies! predecessor, writing to 
Honorius, said that "be, [Vigilius], bad received [only] information 
about the Libellus, but that it was not delivered or clearly shown 
{to bim] But thou thyself hast said, in thine epistle to Pope Jobn, 
‘now among the saints, that it "was delicvered and shown [to him], 
having been read by Constantine the Quaestor." Whom are we to 
believe, thee, or thy predecessor? You cannot both be correct. 





145. — PYRRHUS: Did my predecessor really write in 
Such a manner? 


M6. MAXIMUS: He did. 


88 Libellus of Mens: Mer arch of 
Constantinople by Pope Agapetus of Rome im 536. He subsequently vacillated 
towards Monophysitism and caused his opponents to complain to Agapetus" 
successor, Pope Vigilius. In the ensuing tension between Rome and 
Constantinople, the Emperor forcibly brought Vigilius to Constantinople where 
the two Patriarchs promptly excommunicated each other 
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M7. PYRRHUS: Let us leave the question of 
What dost thou say of Honorius, who clearly taught one will of Our 
Lord Jesus Christ in bis letter to me predecessor? 


148. MAXIMUS: Whois a more trustworthy interpreter 
of such an epistle? The onc that actually wrote it for Honorius, the 
one who at that time was still alive, and who, in addition fo all his. 
other virtues, illumined the whole West with godly dogmas? Or isit | 
those in Constantinople who [interpret it in accordance with] the 
whim of their own hearts? 


149. PYRRHUS: The one who actually composed the 
letter. 
150. MAXIMUS: This same person afterwards wrote 


for Pope John(who is among the saints) to Constantine, just after 
he had become ار‎ regarding the very same [letter of 
Honorius]. He explained that "We say one will of the Lord, not of 
the Godhead and humanity, but only of the humanity, For Sergius 
hath written: "As some say that the two wills of Christ are opposed, 
we in response write that Christ did not have two opposing wills, as 
of flesh and of spirit, as we ourselves have since the Fall, but one 
only, that which characterized His humanity by virtue of nature."90 
And the clear proof of this is the fact that he writeth of limbs and 
flesh, which means that we cannot apply what he saith unto the 
Godhead. Straight away, in anticipation of objections, he saith, 
"And if someone saith "Why, when speaking of the humanity of 
Christ, did you not refer to the Godhead as well?" we reply, for the 
first part, that our answer was made to a specific question; and for 
the second part, that there, as ever, we have followed the practice 
of Scripture. For sometimes it speaketh concerning His Godhead 

















89 Constantine III: Emperor in 641. 


90 For St. Maximus the Fall of man is precisely a Fall into a dialectic 
of oppositions. cf. Introduction pp. 
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4 


[WITH PYRRHUS 


when the apostle saith "Christ the power of God aad 

and sometimes concerning only His humanity, as 

‘the foolishness of God is stronger than 
what is weak in God is stronger thea mcn. 9! 





151. PYRRHUS: Mr predecessor, misled by [the 
? i] manner of writing, understood it in a somewhat naive 
ashion. 





132. MAXIMUS: I speak truly whee 1 that nothing. 
‘so appalled me about thy predecessor as his inconsi He was 
wont to change his mind from time to time, and not to persist in one 
line of thought. At onc time he proposed the formala “one divine 
will” and thus imposed the opinion that the Iacaroate is God alone 
At another time he proposed that it is “deliberative”, making Him a 
mere man, for he who is subject to deliberation as we are differeth 
in no way from Pyrrhus and Maximus! And yet another time be 
saith it is “bypostatic’, thus introducing by the distinction of 
bypostases distinct wills within identical matures. And yet even 
another time he accepteth [the opinion] of those who say that it is 
"self-determinative" and thus proposeth a relational union, because 
the individual's choice, sovereignty, and similar such things, are 
obviously things moved by gnomic, and not by mature, And at yet 
other time he admitteth the opinion the opinion of those who say 
that it is "freely choosing" and gnomic, and is thus [aot coatent| to 
make the Lord simply a mere maa, but a mutable and sinful man as 
well. Why? Because the gnomie is a judgement concerning 
opposing things, an inqui into things still unknown. and a choice 
between uncertain things. 93 And yet again be proposcth the same 


things as those who say that it is "economical", thus introducing 

















91 t Corinthians 1:24,25. 


92 Having established already that the gnomic will is the mode of 
willing proper to the created human hypostasis, St. Maximus thea demonstrates 
‘that the attribution of a gnomic will to Christ would imply the existence of a 
human hypostasis in Him, thus making Him a "mere mai 
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time. But what need was there for him to 


documents which have caused [these] schisms in the H 
God? He was not able to sec what is obvious to. 

to grant the point to thee[for the sake of 

the dogmas of the councils, as thou dost falsely clais 


embrace the Couacils, or else they do aot contain the | 

the Councils, and so we should shun them and repeat 
Councils defined]. Therefore, the abolition of their unjust 
illegal character is just and canonical, 





153, PYRRHUS: But Sophronius, who a short while — 
before bc became the Patriarch of Jerusalem, made us do this, 
against our will, ی‎ và ta epee bout er e en 
was not a suitable occasion to do so.9* . 


-qs 
93 That is, if the one will of the Incarnate Word was a result of 1 
arose only at the moment of the Mother of God's | 
thus prior to the Incarnation the Word was without will, 





94 Pyrrhus is most likely referring to the eveots which transpired 
between St. Sophronius and Patriarch Cyrus of Alexandria, and with a certain. 
atiousness. St Sophronius had implored Cyrus of Alexandsia not to siga the 
‘moneaergitic document of union with the Monophysites. lt was apparently St. 
Sophronius”clevation to tbe Patriarchate of Jerusalem in 634 that prompted 
Serpss to write Pope Honoris concerning the doctrine of one will, St 
Sophronius convened a synod in Jerusalem and condemaed those who spoke ot — 
only one energy This is perhaps what Pyrrhus is referring to when he says that he 
mas urged "to speak about the energies, although it was not a suitable 
doso 
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154. MAXIMUS: Lam altogether vexed! What kind of 
defense dost thou imagine thou art making by attacking this 
blameless man so bitterly? Tell me, in the name of the Truth, when 
Sergius wrote to Theodore of Pharan and sent him the Libellus of 
Menas through Sergius of Makarona, the bishop of Arsinoe, asking 
him to state what he thought of one energy and one will, and he 
wrote back accepting this teaching, where then is Sophronius? 
"Where is Sophronius when Sergius wrote, quoting Severus, to Paul 
the one-eyed in Theodosiopolis, sending him the Libellus of 
Menas as well as his own consent to it and that of the Pharanite as 
well? Or [where is Sophronius] when he wrote to George the 
Arsan, a follower of Paul of Samosata, stating the same thiog 
concerning the one operation, being self-inspired to state in that 
epistle that the union of all with the Church could be not be 
effected without this doctrine? But blessed Pope John of 
Alexandria took it from the Arsan's hand, choosing to effect its 
overthrow by this means. I was prevented from doing so at this 
time by the attack of the Persians in Egypt.°S [Where is 
Sophronius] when [Sergius] himself wrote to Cyrus of Pasidos®%, 
‘him whether he thought there were onc or two caesgies, and 
him the Libellus of Menas? What then? Since Sergius 
this insanity in various ways, and to the vary great 
destruction of the Church, the blessed Sophronius suggested to 
‘him, with humility and postrating himself before Cyrus, tat be 
consider the quickening sufferings of Christ God, so tbat not one 
heretical expression, having once been extinguished by the boly 
Fathers, could again be renewed. Is [Sophronius] then made the 
cause of such great scandal? 











lH 


155. PYRRHUS: What thou hast said adequately 
refutes all the points advanced. Our discussion of the two wills is 


‘now complete. 





95 The Persian attack occurred in 634 and was the immediate cause of 
the Emperor Heraclius! subsequent and successful campaigns against Persia. 


95 Cyrus, ie. Cyrus the Patriarch of Alexandria, 
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156. MAXIMUS: Since this inquiry conceraing t 
hath reached + conclusion, dost thou wish us To dco energies | 
aswell? 


157. PYRRHUS: Since I did realize wills 
are natural, I accordingly accepted [3 Trin] o m he 
energies. And whatsoever 1 have said, whether written or — 
uawrittca, is to be interpreted accordingly. Since we agree that "to 
Till is something that belongeth to nature, and since "to act" is am. 
aspect of willing, and therefore also belongeth 
falsely expressed vies of this subject be regarded ay e pee e 1 
therefore regard it as superfluous to discuss the matter further. 





158. MAXIMUS: How so? If God, by means 
choice which was foreknown to Him,” called. pio [SE 





97 This would appear 10 make St. Maximus understanding of the 4 
relationship between foreknowledge amd forcordinstion that of classical 
ism, and woul again suggest a familiarity with me 
‘Aupestinian/Pelaginn/Semi-Pelagian debates, at least in their brosd oatlioes. 
However, it should be noted thet the Life contains statements diametrically 
opposite o these 














“When they had arrived, accompanied by the Bishop of Bizya, and 
commanded the Saint to sit down, Bishop Theodosius addressed him with these 
‘words: ‘How do you fare, my lord, Abba Merimus?" 


“He replied, Just as the Lord knoew before the ages and f'oreoróained: 
the circumstances of my life, which îs guarded by His Providence * 


“To this Theodosius objected, “How can this be? Has God really 
foreknows and forcordained the acts of each of us before the ages?” 


1 ‘Saint Maximus said, “If He foretnew, assuredly He also 
'oreordaimes 
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“The Saint replied, "His foreknowledge pertains to our (bought, 
words, and deeds which are within our power, but ili predestination pertains to 
‘that which befalls us and is not in our power." 





"Bishop Theodosius asked, "What is ıa our power, aad what ia not?” 


"Saint Maximus replies, "You now all these things, my lord, aad oniy 
‘ask me in order to zy me, your servant” 


"The Bishop said, "In truth | do not know, usd 1 wish to understand 
what ها‎ the difference between that which is in our power and that which is not, 
amd how ane pertains to the divine foreknowledge and ihe other to the dwie 
predeatinutign." 





"Saint Maximus replied, ‘Alt our pood and bad deeds depend on 
will, but the chastisementa and disasters that befalls us, 4s weti as their oppowiies, 
Are beyond our power. in truth, we have no power over û disease which ia weariag 
us away, or over our health, but only over those coaditioes which briag about 
sickness or preserve health. So alvo, keeping God's commandments is cwane for 
‘our attaining to the Heavenly Kingdom, and sot keeping chem i cause for ها مه‎ be 
cast into the Gehenna of fire. "(The Life of Our Holy Father Maximus ihe 
Confessor, trans. Fr. Christopher Birchall, Holy Teasafiguration Maessiery, pp 
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it is necessary. For to care for the more simple is 
the divine love for man. 


160. 
for maa, let us begin the examination forthwith! 


161. — PYRRHUS: I agree. 


162 MAXIMUS: ۱ have discovered im thy: 
thou dost teach onc energy of Christ, considered as a 
If, therefore, the energy be one, as of a whole thing, and. 
whole i» His hypostasis, thea this one energy is 
Likewise, He must have a different energy than His Father or 
Mother, since His hypostasis is different from both of them. - 





‘The italicized sentence in the above quotation from the Lj 
Manas is paralleled is St Augustine(4d Romanos Expositio 
indeed the whole tenor of the quotation would sppesr to oat 
“ınfralapsarian” tone of the passage in the Disputation. However 


objects of our will. (f. the discussion on pp. 109-115, 
in Se. Maximus the Confessor.) 
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‘THE DISPUTATION WITH FYRRHUS. 


163. PYRRHUS: If thou sayest there are two energies 
‘on account of the distinction of the two natures in Christ, and not 
‘one [energy] on account of the singularity of the Person, then thou 
must also discover two energies of humanity because of that 
distinction between the soul and the body, which is [an] essential 
[distinction]. And if this be so, then there will be three energies of 
Christ, and not two. 


164. MAXIMUS: The very point which thou dost allege 
‘as a negation of the natural [properties] also stretches out to engulf 
the natures in the same negation}, for this [doctrine] of thine also 
implieth those things with it. Whereas, we shall also introduce thee 
to proofs from the Fathers, secing that thou hast such an excessive 
fondness for what they say. Wherefore, if thou sayest, as we do, 
that there be two matures of Christ in the one hypostasis by means 
‘of the distinction between soul and body, which arc also two 
natares,% then there shall be three natures of Christ and not two. 
‘And if thou sayest as we do that there are two and not three natures 
of Christ, bow canst thou maintain that there are two energies on 
account of the distinction of natures, for shall there not thea be 
three energies united [in one hypostasis? For what thou sayest 
about the natures of Christ against us also aideth us against thee in 
the matter concerning the energies. This principle couscqucotly 
proves to be equally wacertain and ambiguous. But we said tbat this 
‘unity is not proper to the form of man, but is the unity proper to the 
essence of body and soul. If the unity be proper to the form of man 
on the one hand, then the indistinguishability of that nature is 
proven, in spite of the particular [energies of body and soul]. It is 
for this reason that we said of man [that he hath onc energy], a 
‘we did so not without support, rather, we adduced support for 
Contrariwise, thou wouldst mishandle the unity of body and soul, 




















98 The question of the nature of the union between man’s soul and 
body was one of the centers of the christological debate between St. Cyril of 
‘Alexandria and Nestorius. Nestorius beld that there were only three kinds of 
‘union: 1) the essential union between the Three Hypostases of the Holy Trinity: 
2) the union between body and soul; and 3) the "relational" and volition: 
‘conjunction of the Word and the man Jesus into one “aspect” 
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165. PYRRHUS: But according to the - 
persons are introduced with energies, so of necessity, those who say — 
that there are two energies vindicate his polluted dogmas. 1 

i 


166. MAXIMUS: Did not Nestorius, who indeed 
maintained that there were two persons, rather say that there was 
but one energy? But according to what thou sayest, if persons | 
introduced along with the energies, and vice versa, energies with | L 
persons, then thou art compelled, following the same principles, 
cither to say that because of the one operation of the al 
there is one Person as well, or because of its Three Hypostases that 
there are three operations. 99 


167. Or thou mightest maintain that their union is 
relational, as Nestorius said [of Christ], for the one energy was the 
union, as Nestorius and his party maintained in their writings, For 
all these reasons thou must say that since operation is proper to the 
form that there are as many human hypostases [as energies], or that. 
since there is one energy of the genus "man" that there is likewise 
‘one person for all men. Or that since there are many persons there 
arc also many energies. In this the principles "beings of the same 








99 Again, the Confessor insists that if energy and will are hypostatic 
features and not aateral properties, then the whole patristic ordo theologiae it 
overthrown and the doctrine of God itself will reduce to one or another 
dislectically opposed alternative: to a Sabellian "Mono-Personal God* or to a 
Tritbeism. 
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essence have the same energy" asserted by the Fathers is 
nullified. 


., 168. Moreover, if, as thou sayest, a person be introduced 
with an operation, and thou yet supportest [the fact that) many 
energies proceed from the same Person of God the Word Incarnate, 
‘then thou must also support as many persons [in Christ] as there arc. 
energies. So His Persons and His energies are found to be 
infinitet101 


169, Furthermore, if, according to their proposition, a 
person be introduced with am operation, then surely with the 
destruction of the one comcth the destruction of the otber. 1f this 
im turn be true, then with the destruction either of the one or of the 
two energies cometh also the destruction both of the one and of the 
two persons in Christ! And so Christ is sundered, oa their own 
Principle, from existence and byper-existence [and pushed] into 
non-existence!!0? How could anything be more impious? 





170. And if were to examine from the many 
supcrabundances of what cach onc of us [does], onc shall discover 
that we can both think and walk at one and the same lime, or that 
we can think one thing and say something else to those present, as 
when Moses simultaneously made intercessions with God on behalf 
of the people, and reasoned with the people by urging them with 





100 cf, St. Basil, Letter 38, 


101 This argument was to be repeated 
Photius in response to the Latin exegesis of passages which refer to the Holy 
Spirit being the Spirit "of Wisdom,” or "of Truth" and so on as indicating an 
‘eternal procession of the Spirit from tbe Son, since the Son is Wisdom and Truth, 
‘Again, energies have been confused with Persoes(ct. St. Photius, Mystagogy 56, 


58). 





m in the ainth ceotury by St 








102 This section is not to be misunderstood as being merely a 
rhetorical reductio ad absurdum, for St. Maximus the principle that natures 
must ave their own proper energies in order to exist is one of the cardinal 
principles he is defending 
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gentle persuasion. He is mot for this reason two 

succeeding the other, simy 

fitness of his nature, nor doth he conseat to compound the 

natural operations of his natural motions into one. By a similar 

Principle, we can observe their complete interpenetration into each 

other: conception inhering in reason and reason 

conception, 103 ‘Neither are distinct persoan introduced because of 

i to: Re sad ne a at f 
that 






nci operations mixed. And what of the example 
[Fathers] give of a red-hot sword? Doth it apply to the | 
only, that is, to fire and iron? Or doth the example extend to | 
‘natural operations, in other words, the burning and the | 1 
which demonstrate externally the {duality of operations] and 
{unity} simultaneously? For acither is this sword's burning, after 
the , independent of the cutting, nor the cutting independent 
of the burning. Neither arc two red-hot swords introduced because 


of the duality of the natural operations, por is a mixture of the | 
essential distinctions effected on account of the Peeves i 


singularity. od 
17. — PYRRHUS: But the agent, itis not one? 
172. MAXIMUS: Certainly itis. 


173, PYRRHUS: If the agent be one, then the operation 
must also be one, as of one [hypostasis]. 


174, MAXIMUS: Christ Himself is one. But thou bast 
returned again to what hath already been said, so again I will ask, is 
He one by hypostasis, or nature? 


303 That is, reason as the faculty, and conception as its activity, are 
not identical things, and yet imply the other. F 
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175. PYRRHUS: By hypostasis, for by nature He is 
dual. 


176. MAXIMUS: Then doth the same Person operate 
dually by means of the duality of natures, or singly, by reason of the 
singularity of the hypostasis? If the same onc Person operateth 
dually, then the fact that Eae اج‎ 
imply that there is likewise more than one Person. But if thous 
Sayest that He acteth singly by reason of the singularity of the 
Person, [then I remind thee] that this doctrine hath [already] beco 
shown to be absurd; the same al 'dities still bold for the same 
reasons, for if energy be hypostatic, then with a multitude of 
hypostases a multitude of distinct energies will have to be asserted, 














177. PYRRHUS: It doth not necessarily follow that 
since He operateth dually, He bath two energies; but since the 
agent is one, the energy is also one. 








178. MAXIMUS: Someone else could say to thee that [it 
‘was not because] His nature is dual that He was said (o have (wo 
natures, but rather because His hypostasis was one that it was said 
that His nature was one, Nevertheless, to pass over everything that 
might also be said here, [I will ask]: Thou sayest that there is one 
energy; what sort of energy dost thou judge this to be, divine, or 
human, or neither of the two? If divine, then thou sayest that Christ 
is God only, but if human and not God at all, then thou sayest Hie is 
‘a mere man only, but if neither of the two, nether God nor man, 
‘then thou dost teach a non-existent Christ. 





179. PYRRHUS: We who say there is one energy of the 
Godhead and humanity of Christ say that this belongeth to him, not 
‘by virtue of the principle of nature, but because of the mode of 
union. 
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180. MAXIMUS: 

nergy came into existence at the time of the union, 
union He ithout energy. So according to thee, when He 
created He acted from compulsion. Furthermore, if the operation. 
came into existence at the time of the union, then the Father and 
the Holy Ghost were not active because they were not 
hypostatically united to the flesh. And if they were not active, then 
neither are they Creators. So it is not 7 who say that they are 
incomple 














181 And again, since the union is relational, and not a 
real objec, then this energy of Christ is a relationship, not a real 
object 





182. Thou iso forced to state whether this energy be 
created or Uncreate, since in general nothing existeth between the 
created an the Uncreate [natures], If thou sayest it is created, then 
it is perfectly clear that His mature is created only. Conversely, if 
thou sayest Uncreate, then it characterizeth only the Uncreate 
nature. Iki ۳ natural thi 


their appropriate] natures, for bow it is possible for the energy of a 
sealed nature to be Uncreate, without beginning. infinite, creative, 


ining? 











Uacreatc and cternal nature to be created, a thing made, tri 
compelled by other things? 


183. PYRRHUS: Dost thou not accept and agree with 
those who say that the effect of Christ's actions is one energy? 


184. MAXIMUS: Different actions have different 
effects, not one effect, as was demonstrated by the example of the 
sword being hardened by fire. If the operation of the sword and 








104 This is yet another argument against the dialectical and 
Neoplatonic implications of Origenism: if the One can only be One by having the 
Many over against it, so the Creator, according to origen, can only be Creator by. 
having creatures over against Him in order that He may be Creator. 
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that of the fire are both mutually united, and yet we observe that 
the fire's effect is burning and the iron's effect is cutting -- even 
though they are not distinguished in the burning cut or the cutting 
burn, just as the effect of heaven, carth, and the sun are different 
from one another -- then it is not possible to say that there is one 
Work!55 unless there is only onc action. Thus, if thou dost maintain 
that the effect of one energy is several distinct works by Christ, 
thou must also maintain one action. Or if thou dost teach an 
innumerable number of actions, thea thou must also teach that the 
energies are innumerable. But our inquiry is not about the works, 
for we are not discussing things external to Christ, but about things 
within Christ Himself, that is to say, about the natural principles of 
the essences of Christ, whether He remained defective from the 
1 It He was defective, then it is possible for a nature 
in a natural energy] to be genuinely existent. If 
then the ener 1 

















106 
those things external to Him, If the energy proper to nature be aot 
acquired from external sources, then it is possible cither for a 
‘nature to exist without actions, or the converse will be true: a 
mature can neither be conceived nor can it cxist without the 


105 The energy, or natural operation and activity, is to be strictly 
distliguished from its works or effects in the same way that the will and the object 
Of the will Are two distinct things. As St. Atha 
Discourse Against the Arians, 62, even though the 
and hence consubstantial with the 











ral property, 
ure, its effects are not necessarily so: 








n by counsel builds a house, 
what is in building began to come into being at 
but the son is the proper offep: essence, and is not external to 
him... As far then as the Son transcends the creature, by so much does what is by 
nature transcend the will“ (Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, 
‘Volume IV, pp. 427-428.) 


106 Thus, energy and principle of essence are almost avaonumous ia 
Bk, Maximus, though not quite. Energy is related to the faculty of will as principle 


of essence is related to the faculty of reason. 





by oature he begets a coo; and 
and is external 10 the maker, 
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energies proper to it. To believe this is to believe that He operatetth 
in cach nature naturally, and that they arc not altered [thereby]. 


185. When thou didst teach the one energy, thou asidst 
nothing about the action, but spoke only of the natural principles of — 
the united essences, and from this infallible faith thou didst 
produce a goat-stag!197 This was also taught by the chapters of - 
Cyrus -- whom thou hast kindly and readily received - in which he 
stated that He effecteth divine things and human things by oae 
energy, contradicting not only the Holy Scriptures and the holy 
Fathers, but also the very nature of things that come to. سیم‎ 
nothing which abideth in the things proper to its mature ace 
fashions its opposite: fire doth not warm and cool, nor doth ice cool 
and warm, nor is the earth dried up and watered at the same time. — 
If this doth not happen in the case of anything that exists, then how 
darest thou to say that the Incarnate Word could perform asd — 
undergo both the miracles and the sufferings, Sion sees ME 
from cach other in the principles of their nature, with only 
energy? - 














- 
c 
186. —— PYRRHUS: Then what about the clear opposition — 
of the godly conceptions of Cyril to the current inquiry? This great - 


107 The Confessor means by this that the doctrine of one energy OF — 
operation being produced fron tro distinct nates will eat ۵ a Mond 
combination of the operations of both natures, Le.. whenever tuo itae api 
are made one in their effect or production, the inevitable result is a mixture of — 
both This argument iz in fact repeated by St: Photios ia he Myrtogogy where 
] argued that he Spirit, it contidered at a prodectio bf, or as caused ib 
Father and Soa would be analogous to a centaur, orien n Ha won From iha. 
Father's Uncenced Causality and ihe Son' caused causality(St. Photius 
Mystagory 44). The same principle holds trot with regard to te two satres of 
Chem. Divine energies, such a ubiquity, would become merged with the spatio 
temporal limitations of the human enerpies,retuting in Kind of "vem و‎ 
ما موم‎ of wheter this principle of syathesis of duoc ie inia a fert 
quid ie applied chrisıologically or tradologiclly the resol are as mythological 
as gost-stags and centaurs, since they are speculative creations of the human mind. 
sich go beyond the bounds of Revelation. 
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luminary of the Church clearly taught that Christ “exhibit 
‘energy of the same type in both natures.” 


187. MAXIMUS: The present expression doth not 
completely contradict the two operations, rather, it affirms them. 
For he did not say one natural energy of the Godhead and 
humanity of Christ, because he elsewhere saith that "those of sound 
mind do not support one energy of the Creator and creatures.” He 
wanted to show that there is onc energy of the Godhead both with 
and without the flesh, just as it is clear that there is onc operation of 
fire both with and without matter. Thus, this father did not say that 
there is one operation of the two natures, but spoke of one energy 
im reference to the divine and Fatherly mature which really 
subsisted in God the Word Incarnate. He effected the miracles not 
only with an almighty command, inco; = 
the sume operation se the Father ce after the Incarnation — bat 
also effected them with the sense of touch, which is characteristic 

‘<orporcally. For this [is what he meant when he said] 
"through cach of the two". Similarly, the resuscitation of the child, 




















or the restoration of sight to the blind man, of the blessing of the 
Joaves of bread, or the cleansing of the leper, were effected by 
means of an omnipotent word and decree, and also corporcally by 
the sense of touch, as was proper to cach nature, so that He might 


demonstrate that the flesh was life-giving flesh in that it was truly 
His own, and not that of any other, in its unmixed union with Him. 
‘The divine energy was made known in His deeds in both of these -- 1 
mean the command and the touch — and did not in any way impair 
the natural, passable, human energy of the flesh proper to us. 
‘Quite the contrary, it preserved its own proper manifestations, just 
as a soul, even though working through the instrument of the body 
and its own proper energy nevertheless preserveth its own natural 
energy. For the stretching out of the hand, the touch, the grasping, 
the mingling of spit and clay, the breaking of bread, and sim, 
anything which ER Dia by the Tad ‘OF any other edi 
roveth the existence of the n 

. Accordingly, He Who is by nature God Himself 
was active also as man, naturally working divine things, so that 
through both He might be believed to be both perfect God and 
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demonstration. 


Hence, this father was not ignorant of what is: 
included in the distinctive properties and attributes of each nature- — 
- I mean that proof is offered of His quickening and creative 4 
operation of the soul in His body -- which god the Word Incarnate: 














then everything is maintained and comprehended im these 
[categories].198 So Christ showed that displayed that energy proper 
to human nature in as many [categories] as are proper to [that 
nature]: He filleth essence by making the deficient eyes of the blind 
man [to see}, quality by turning water into wine, and quantity by — 


increasing the loaves of bread, He displayeth the life-giving 


jn breathing, in speaking, in seeing, in 

















308 The ten rational principles to which St. Maximus refers are those 
of Aristotle: state, action, opposition, substance, quality, relation, quantity, place, 
time, and position. 








109 ‘This is one aspect for St. Maximus of the doctrine of 
Recapituimion, As the Logos of all logo, Christ not only undergoes all ages of 
humanity, bot fulfills ali the metaphysical categories of Creation as well. In this 
connection, it is worth noting that for Aristotle, whose metaphysical categories 
these are, there is an intimate connection between the categories of metaphysics 
and those of language. This is echoed in St. Maximus, who affirms that Christ af 
the Logos of the Father illumines the true sense not only of the events recorded, 
in Holy Scripture, but the very words or lo foî with which it is written: 
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189.  PYRRHUS: Thou hast shown, revereatly, and 
‘without doing any violence [to the truth], that the conception of this 
father doth not contradict, but rather agreeth, with the two 
energies. But what about that expression of St. Dionysius in the 


-energy of Christ" active with us?110 

190. MAXIMUS: This newness, is it a quality, or a 
quantity? 

191. PYRRHUS: A quantity. 


192. MAXIMUS: If so, then it introduceth a new kind of 
nature, since according to every definition of nature, the rational 
principle of the energy must have tbe same kind of nature. 
Moreover, when the divine apostle saith “Behold all things have 
become new"!!! no one will assert that he meant "all things have 
become something else” nor doth anyone say that he meaat "behold 
all things are become onc. This must be self-determination, 
regardless of whether thou wisbest to call it encrgy or sature. But 
if this newness be a qualitative one, then it doth not mean one 





The Logos) is the center of the universe وا‎ the same manser as be is 
the center of the economy of salvatios — A similar relationship to the powers of 
salvation is, of course, presupposed also in relation to the Jogot of Scripture 
incarsate in the words and sounds of Scripture, the living Lord must aiso 
illuminate their deepest sense, as he did ooce ها‎ tis earthly career, revealing the 
secrets of the Old Testament. "(Lars Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator: The 
Theological Anthropology of Maximus teh Confessor, p.83) 

















110 5u, Dionysius, Epistle 4, PG 31072 
113 ri Corinthians 517 
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epistle to Gaius the worshipper which saith “some new theandric 


ineffable union. 





one [energy]? =< 


193. — PYRRHUS: Doth not the term “theandric* indicate 1 


194. MAXIMUS: By no means. Quite the contrary, this 
expression teacheth the two energies im a round about way by — 
caumerating the natures, since if two existences be 
doth not remain some "cbristic" thing in the middlc.!2 But 
doth indicate onc energy, then Christ must have one energy, as 
God, which is differeat from the Father. If the Son be of a different 
nature than the Father because the Father's energy is not theandric, 
then by the same token the nature must be characterized as 
“theandric”. For the ene: xisteth as an innate 

roperty and compost dl sati سس سس‎ t of nature. Those who 
Praed ings mist any wbcibet ibi 3 ings must say whether this be of the genus "quality" or 


“quantity”. 











195. PYRRHUS: Then this newness is neither quantity 
nor quality, but essence. 


3 MAXIMUS: 1 am astounded that thou canst say 
confidence! What is the opposite of essence? 





112 christie thing in the middle", ie, A Eutychian hybrid mature 
which blends the two natures to form a third, new aature composed of elements. 
‘mized together from both. Cf. sote 107. 
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197. PYRRHUS: Non-being. 


198. MAXIMUS: And what is the opposite of newness? 
199. —— PYRRHUS: Ancientness. 
200. MAXIMUS: Then newness is not an essence but a 


quality. If we do not interpret this expression of bis which referreth 
to one operation in this way, do we not show this God-revealing 
teacher to be in opposition to the rest of the Fathers? For all of 
them distinctly stated and taught that beings of the same cncrgy had 
the same essence. Likewise, they stated that those which differ ia 
essence differ also in energy, and that those which differ in energy 
differ in essence as well. 


201. PYRRHUS: But the Fathers said this on the level 
of Theology and not on the level of Economy.!!? Hence, no onc 
who loveth the truth should change the appointed meaning of their 
statements which refer to Theology into statements that refer to the 
Economy, and thereby introduce an absurdity.114 


202. MAXIMUS: If the Fathers say it of the Theology 
alone, then after the Incarnation it is not possible -- so thou wouldst 
have us say -- to regard the Son as equally divine as the Father. 





313 This would seem to explain why Pyrrhus persists in the literary 
spirit of St. Cyril of Alexandria, using pAysis Theology and Economy 
differently, whereas St. Maximus, firmly within the Cyrilli Chaleedonian 
tradition, uses a consistent terminology, where the meanings of hypostasis and 
‘Sature remain the same, whether referring to Triadology(Le.. Theology) or 
 Christology(ie., Economy). 








114 Pyrrhus seems to object to the whole enterprise of Cyrillic 
Chalcedonianism itself, and to its (eventually successful) effort to use technical 
terms such as hypostasis and nature univocally in both Theology asd Economy. 
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And if it be not possible to regard Him as equally divine, then He 
hath no place in the invocation [of the Divine Name] at baptism. So 
both faith and preaching shall, in the last analysis, to be proven tû 
be in vain. 





203. And again, if it be not possible to regard the Son as 
equally divine with the Father after the Incarnation, then [how 
these statements be explained]? "My Father worketh hitherto, and 
1work."t15 Or "Whatever the Son seeth the Father doing, the 
doeth likewise"?! Or "If yc believe not me, believe my works"? 

Or "The works which 1 do bear witness of me"?11® Or "For as the 
Father raiseth up the dead and quickeneth them, even so the Son 
quickeacth whom He will'?!19 For all these prove that He was not 
only of the same essence as the Father after the Incarnation, but of 
the same energy as well. 











204, And again, if the foreknowledge of beings be a 
divine energy, and if it be not only proper to the Father and the 
Spirit, but further, be also proper to the Son even after the 
Incarnation, then the Son is of the same energy after the 
Incarnation as the Father. 


205. And again, if the miracles be a divine operation, 
and if we know from the miracles that He is of the same essence as 
the Father, then from the same energy He is shown to be of the 


samc essence as the Father, and is to be regarded as equally divine 
{with Him] after the Incarnation [as He was before it]. 


115 St Joha S17 
116 sc John 5:19 
1175, John 10:38 
118 si Joha 5:36 


119 بو‎ Joha 5:21 
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06. And again, if the creative energy be an attribute 


proper to the essence of God, thea the attributes of the essence are 
ity inseparable. So those who say that after then 
Incarnation He is not of the same energy as the Father also say that 
He is not of the same essence, for where the energy proper to a 
given nature is mot found neither shall that nature be found. 
Conversely, those who say that He is of the same essence say that 
He is of the same energy as well, and regard Him to be equally 
divine [with the Father] after the Incarnation [as He was before it]. 
'er the nature is, there also is the energy proper to it, 
without diminution. 











207. PYRRHUS: But we do not say oac energy as a 
denial of human operation. It is said to be passable by opposition 
to the divine nature-128 


208. MAXIMUS: Thea by the same principle those who 
one nature do not say this as a denial of the humanity, but by 
this means oppose its passable character to the divine nature 








PYRRHUS: So? Did not the Fathers define 
by means of its difference from the divine operation [of 


J? 








120 Pyrrhus’ argument is dependent upon the Neoplatosie and 
Plotinian paradigm, which would define all disuncuons by means of a dislectical 
opposition. cf. Enneads I1I:2:16, 17 





"The All is in accordance with its rational formative pattern, and it is 
pecessary that this one formative pattern should be one pattern made out of 
‘opposites, since it ie oppositioo of this kind which gives it its structure, and, we 
might say, its existence, distinction is opposition... the more it is differentiates 
the more opposed will it make the things it makes "(trans A.H. Armstrong, Loeb. 
Classical Library, No. 442, p. 99) 
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210. MAXIMUS: God forbid! For mo 
defined an existence by comparison to its opposite or found. 
tobe the cause of the other. For if human passion is caused ia. 
à manner by the divine energy, then doubtless human fe 
existeth because of the goodness of the divine nature. And the 


] opposite may also then be stated: that through the passable 
human motion the divine energy cxisteth, and that ES 


human nature is evil, the divine nature is good. But enough of 1 
For such [conceptions] are quite perverse. 121 ki 


211 PYRRHUS: Why? Did the Father designate 
Passion as the human motion? 1 چ‎ 


212. MAXIMUS: Yes, but the in various ways 
about these same propositions and Bekk s 


213, PYRRHUS: How canst thou say this? 


Gis) MAXIMUS: They referred to the tame thing a5 

'cr, energy, distinction, motion, it 
but not by opposition to the ‘divine [energy]. Power pr 
that which maintaineth immutability, energy as that which 
characterizeth the same forms by indistinguishable 
distinction as that which defincth a thing, motion as that 
manifestetb, property as a component attributed only to one 
and not to another, quality as that which imparteth fe 
passion as that which is moved. For all ‘things that woken a 
and after God change by motion, for they are not self-moved | 















121 Once sgain, St. Marinos" response is opos tbe. 
Pyrrhus" Neoplatonic dialectic which underwrites Monotheletism. 
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CISCO A Therefore, they cannot be defined by 
‘opposition, but only by means of the rational principle created and 
placed iato them, which are the established causes in each thing 27 
So [the human] energy is designated at the same time as the divine, 
for what else can one make of the expression "He operateth in the 
form of each of the two by the communion of each of the two"? Or 
“after He continued also for forty days fasting, He hungered, for He 
pos to nature when He so willed to enact those things proper to 
i?" Or of those who say either that there is a distinction of energy, 
or of those who say there are two energies, one, and another onc? 








215.  PYRRHUS: Of a truth, the inquiry into operations 
hath shown that the one energy of Christ is absurd, however onc 
may speak of it. 1 ask pardon for myself and my predecessor. We 
proposed and introduced these absurdities out of much ignorance. 
But I also implore thee to find a way that the absurd notion may be 
destroyed and yet the memory of my predecessor secured. 


216. MAXIMUS: There is no way to anathematize the 
heresy and to pass over the person [who promulgated it} in silence 





122 That is, created beings are self-moved, but not in the manner of 
God, with complete omnipotence, independence, and autonomy. In this sense, 
they are not "autonomous", which would be dualism, nor merely passive 
automatons in the face of an irresistible divine energy, which would be f 
nor are they mere emanations of the divine essence, which would be pantheism 
rather, they are "semi-autonomous", i.e. precisely created, and therefore a 
uniquely different kind of being, with a different kind of free choice and activity, 
“which nevertheless depend at all times on the divine will for their existence andTO 
activity. 














323 That is, the nature of created beings ie not defined by dialectical 
‘oppositions between them or between God, but by the distinguishing logoi io 
them, 
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an. PYRRHUS: Bot if this should be so, thea 
Sergius and the Council held under my [presidency] would 
rejected. 





218. MAXIMUS: Lam amazed at how thou hast called it _ 
a “council”, for it was not held in accordance with conciliar laws and 
canons, nor as becometh ecclesiastical custom, for no encyclical 
letter was ever issued with the consent of the Patriarchs, nora place 
and time of meeting ever established, nor any accuser 
nor epistles or delegates sent to any of the other Patriarchs. Those - 
who were introduced were not the proper members for a council, 
neither bishops, nor metropolitans, nor Patriarches. So how canst 
thou call this which distributed scandals and discord throughout the 
whole world a "council"? 





219, PYRRHUS: If there be no other way than this for 
my salvation [to be accomplished], then I am ready to make every 
compliance. 1 ask only one thing, that thou deem me worthy to visit. 
the apostolic graves [in Rome] and to venerate them, and then to 
see the pope face to face and give him a letter recanting these — | 
errors. 124 


220. After these things had been said by Pyrrhus, 
Maximus and Gregory the Patrician said, “Since thy proposal 
seemeth good to us, and uniteth the Church, so shall it be." Thus, inl 
this most brilliant city of the Romans, bis promise to them bath 
been fulfilled: one the onc hand he hath condemned the impious 
doctrines of the Ekthesis, and on the other hand hath united 
himself to the Holy Catholic and Apostolic "Church through the. 











124 Pyrrhus and St. Maximus subsequently travelled to Rome, though 
not necessarily together, where Pyrrhus did retract his mogothelete opinions 
before the Pope(St. Martin 1). However, he subsequently lapsed back into 
Monotheletism. St. Maximus remained in Rome where he was instrumental inthe 
formal condemnation of Monotbeletism by the Roman Church in the Lateran 
‘Council of 649, held under Pope St. Martin I 
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ition of our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
ry, for ever and ever. Amen. 
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